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Canines &Character
Mike Holmes' rage directed at my
book Dogs of Capitalism (Sept., 1988) appar-
entlycaused his brainto shut down. As
oneexample among many, consider the
following: "Onlya few ofthe voluminous
footnotes contain citations, those mostly
references to a handful ofbooks on
wolves, dogs and British history." In reali-
ty, there are 129 notes, of which 83 contain
continued on page 64
ful oneonour wall ("An embarrassment
of riches") that showsScrooge, Donald,
and the nephews attempting to measure
the depth ofthe moneybin, which is piled
high with jewels, silver and gold coins, a






Bravo toJohn Hospers ("Libertyand
Ecology," Sept. 1988), for bravelycon-
fronting ecology!
I agree with Hospers, and with the
ecologists, that population densityis the
keyfactor in the destruction ofthe life-
supporting env~ronment.Population den-
sityis also a philosophical concern, inthat
it threatens to undermine our closely held
concepts of personal freedom. It is much
easier to act freely (let's sayby swinging
one's arms) when one is alone in the wil-
d~rness, than when oneis in a crowd of
people. This seems obvious, but the logi-
cal conclusion is that liberty is relative, not
absolute. Liberty is relative to the distance
to the next person's nose, which is a func-
tion ofpopulation density.
Just as populationdensity naturally
creates restrictive limits onour physical
behavior, it puts natural limitsonoureco-
nomic actions. Who is to determine the ex-
tent ofthese limitations? Hospers is correct
in his denunciationofone world govern-
ment, but he offers no alternative. I believe
that the powerofboycott remains to be ef-
fectively exploited. Majorpolluters and
eco-destroyers mustbe economically chas-
tised, so thatit will becheaper for themto
clean up thanto pollute. Ifthe environ-
mentalists would focus theirattention on
education and organizing selective boy-
cotts, ratherthan tryingto influence na-
tionallegislation, they wouldbemuch
more effective. Legislation is a totally inef-
ficient (and dangerous) wayto accomplish
anything in the economic sphere, much
less in the complex taskof preserving the
ecosystem.
]
- R. W. Bradford
contrived to distract and frighten the un-
suspecting and gullible.
Communism hasamplydemonstrated
itselfto be a self-defeating exerciseand
canonlybe sustainedbyforce ofmassive
governmental oppression. It is govern-
ment itself, and not only socialist orcom-
munist systems, which is the greatest
threat to humanliberty. Onlywhenthe
voracious beast ofbiggovernmentis
starved downto manageable sizeand
thenverytightlyleashed and caged, can
libertyflourish. Would that wemightfind




Thanks for running the piece about
Scrooge McDuck (Sept., 1988), oneofour
heroes, and Carl Barks, his creator. Your
article didn't mention (perhapsthe au-
thordidn't knowabout it) that the entire
series of Barks' Scrooge McDuckand
Donald Duckcomics hasbeen beautifully
reprinted and is now available inbound
bookform from Another Rainbow Pub-
lishing, Inc., Box 2206, Scottsdale, AZ
85252. Another Rainbow also offers limit-
ed edition prints ofScrooge McDuckthat
Barks is still painting. We have a wonder-
Letters
The release ofthe film We The Living in Novemberis animportanteventfor allliber-
tarians: it is perhapsthemost powerful anti-state film everproduced. It is especially
important for those (like myself) who have been heavily influenced by Ayn Rand.
So we decided to publish both a reviewofthe film and an account ofthe remarka-
ble storyof its production, loss and rediscovery. Steve Cox, who wrote ''The Films
of Ayn Rand" for Liberty's inaugural issue (August 1987) agreed to write the re-
view. I first invited Erika Holzer (co-producer of the subtitled version ofthe film),
but she had other commitments. After asking several others, I reluctantly took on
the job myself.
I had no idea of what I was getting myself into: what at first seemed like a simple
reporting job turned into a complicated and frustrating task, involving hours of in-
terviews and research. The deeper I got into the storythe more mysterious parts of
it became. Before long, I had uncovered evidence that some of the most widely re-
peated "facts" about the film (e.g. that the Fascists banned the film) were almost
certainly not true. The resulting story (which begins on p. 17) is far different from
what I had anticipated.
This issue also features several vigorous criticisms of Hoppe's revolutionary the-
ory of human rights, which appeared in our September issue, along with Hoppe's
response. Elsewhere our editors share their advice about the coming presidential
election, Jim Robbins analyzes the apparent liberalization of Soviet Russia, John
Semmens argues for privatizing the roads, and Jane Shaw explains why the liber-
tarian approach optimizes the environment.
Sports: Curse or Blessing?
I readwith interest "Young Money:
CurseorBlessing?" byKarl Hess(Sept.,
1988) mainlybecause I am a fifteen year
old kid who enjoys making money, also.
Mybest job, to date, was finding the
congressionaldistrictsofthe signers ofthe
petitions ofMissouri Libertarian Partyfor
Ron Paul's Ballot Access Committee. I had
a hell ofa good time earning the money.
This, though, was not veryentrepreneuri-
alofme.
I was disturbed byMr. Hess' contrast-
ing of sports and economics. I play foot-
ball, not because I wantto win trophies,
but because I have fun. While I enjoy win-
ning, losing is not devastating, oreven
disturbing. I think kids can have fun earn-
ing moneyand participating in sports,
however I think inboth theycan go over-




Stephen Cox's reaction to the "Threat
ofCommunism"("Poll Observations,"
July, 1988) was-interesting? It amazes
me to observethe extent to which other-
wise apparently rational people become
entranced bythis and other "bogie men"
[What the Quayle affair is really about-
Here is what the Dan Quayle and National Guard matter is not:
It is not an issue of whether serving in the Guard is less
honorable or patriotic than serving in theregulararmy.
It is not an issue of whether entering the Guard was bet-
ter than going to Canada.
It is not an issue, as Sen. Alan Simpson (R-Wyo.) sug-
gests, of whether reporters who never wore uniforms
are qualified to cover the story.
It is not even an issue ofwhether a rkh kid exploited fam-
ily connections to gain a privilege.
It is about hypocrisy. Period.
This episode is the flip side ofthe Carl Rowen handgun inci-
dent. Dan Quayle should embarrass conservatives for the same
reason that Carl Rowen embarrasses liberals. Carl Rowen has
spent his professional life damning private ownership of hand-
guns and calling for lawsto imprisonany peaceful citizen found
in possession of one. At the same time, Rowen kept a gun at
home and used it against a backyard intruder. He said that as
long as society is dangerous, he'll do what is necessaryto defend
his home and family. How does his position differ from the Na-
tional Rifle Association's?
In Congress, Quayle voted for draft registration. As a stu-
dent, he was an outspoken supporter of the Vietnam War, and
presumably the concommitant military draft. But when he was
about to lose his student deferment and had already passed his
pre-induction physical, he entered the Indiana National Guard.
There are contradictory indications about whether there was a
waiting list to get in and whether strings were pulled. These are
of secondary importance. What matters is that this 22 year old
pro-Vietnam-War, pro-draft fellow took an action he knew
would radically diminish, if not eliminate, his chances of being
sent to Vietnam and would protect him from the draft entirely.
I am from the same generation as Quayle, and our genera-
tion knew that service in the National Guard was safe haven
from Vietnam: No onewho wanted to go to Vietnam would have
joined the Guard. Few National Guard units were sent, and
among the 58,000 Americans killed in Vietnam, fewer than 100
were Guardsmen. So, frankly, I don't know whyQuayle and the
Republicans feel the press is being unfair to them.
He has said that when he graduated from college what he
had on his mind was law school, marriage, and starting a family.
In other words, he had better things to do than fight and maybe die in
Vietnam. Nothing wrong with that. I suspect that nearly every-
one else sent to Vietnam would have said something similar-
given the chance.
The Quayle problem is that while he was planning his life, he
was supporting a war and a draft that denied the right ofothers
to plan theirs. It is plain hypocrisy for a young, able-bodied guy
to support a war and conscription and at the same time avoid
them-with or without pull. Don't get me wrong: I'd rather
have Quayle be a hypocrite than kill innocent people in a crimi-
nal, imperialistic war. But it's hypocrisy just the same.
Quayle advocated then (and continues to advocate) the es-
tablishment hokum that the war was noble and in the national
security interest of the United States. But here's the question
that hasgone unanswered: Could the war have been fought if
everyone had chosen his own priorities as Quayle did? The an-
swer is plainly "no." This is fine with me, but presumably not
with Quayle. His elitist view of the world allowed him to say, I
should befree to select mypriorities, but others should not have
that freedom.
Quayle seems to think that he can put the issue to rest by
vauntingly declaring his pride in having been in the Guard.
That is a smoke screen sent up to save his butt and his place on
the GOP ticket. -SLR
One nation, undeliverable - Robert Kuttner, in
a recent column, offers his view of what it is in this land that
binds us citizens together, what it is that gives us that inimitable
quality ofbeing Americans. Could it be liberty? The immigrant
experience? A shared national memory of the frontier or of the
War Between the States? Not even close.
It's the U.S. Post Office. Yep, the good old U.s. Snail. Now
Kuttner admits that in many ways the Postal Service just
doesn't, er, deliver the goods. "And," he continues, "there seems
to be good evidence that profit-making companies like Federal
Express and United Parcel Service would do the job better. But
this column is not anti-Post Office. It is emphatically pro-Post
Office. The public Post Office...helps knit us together as a soci-
ety. We need it."
Having admitted most of his opponents' case, at least in
terms ofeconomics and efficiency, he does let fly one reserve ar-
gument. "It is hard to imagine a private company delivering
first-class mail at 25 cents a letter in slum as well as suburb, and
small town as well as dense city." Well, I for one can imagine it
quite easily, and for less than 25 cents, but at least Kuttner is
making an economic and not a mystical argument.
The wayto prove Mr Kuttner's claim is to let private compa-
nies compete in mail delivery, right? Forget it. According to Mr
K, the way to proceed is to forbid such competition, since he
knows onapriori groundsthat it is neither feasible nordesirable.
Allow competition, and the "downward spiral of reduced ser-
vices, reduced confidence and privatization will intensify."
I rejoice that Kuttner's views were not prevalent in, say,
1903. I'm sure plenty of people could have been found in that
year who just "knew" that heavier-than-air flight is impossible,
and that Mr. Ford couldn't possibly mass-produce a workable
auto and sell it for about $300. Why should malcontents such as
Henry Ford or the Wright Brothers be allowed to squander
scarce resources on impractical dreams, after all?
It seems to me that with Robert Kuttner we are dealing with
attitudes that come close to actual evil. I discern a contempt for
ordinary people, a belief that their welfare must be sacrificed to
the values and visions of their betters, a demand that "expert"
opinion be treated as superior to empirical verification. Kuttner
makes me shudder. -WPM
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The tall and the short of genocide -
William Raspberry, in his syndicated column of August 31,
asks whythe genocidal massacreofthe Hutu majorityofBurun-
di by the Tutsi ruling elite is shrugged off with little protest by
the Western world. This summer, the Tutsi, who constitute only
15 percent of the Burundi population, slaughtered over 5,000
Hutu men, women,and children,and drove nearly 40,000 others
into neighboring Rwanda. And this is but a sequel to the mon-
strous massacre of 1972, when the Tutsi annihilated around
200,000 Hutu, including all of that tribe's educated members,
thereby ensuring a generation of continued oppression without
educated tribesmen able to lead a resistance among the
oppressed.
Raspberry wonders whether the casual response to this hor-
ror by Americans is best explained by the fact that it is blacks,
rather than whites, who are being massacred, or-in contrast to
the case of South Africa-because blacks are oppressing other
blacks, instead ofthe more sensational white vs. black confronta-
tion. Or maybe because there are no western TV reporters to
record the event. The answer is probably all of the above. But
there is one causal factor that Raspberry doesn't mention, and
that I suspect plays an active role in this double standard of
emotional response: aesthetics.
As weremember from Hollywood movies on Africa, theTut-
sis (sometimes called "Watutsi") are an extraordinarily hand-
some and graceful ethnic or racial group: all very tall, very
slender, and remarkably elegant dancers and spear-throwers.
The Hutu, on the other hand, are a short, clunky, and decidedly
undistinguished-looking people. Americans, we should note, are
dominated by a simplistic Hollywood culture, in which beauty
and grace of shape and outward form invariably reflect nobility
of soul beneath. And the reverse for common-looking or the
ugly. (Or should we call the latter, the "aesthetically handi-
capped"?) And we should not forget that the Randian culture,
\vhich has helped form the libertarian movement, is very simi-
lar: Randian heroines look like Greta Garbo (they should live so
long!), and Randian villains are lowering and loose-lipped.
It is true, then, that the American public gives very little
Americans are dominated by a simplistic
Hollywood culture, in which outward beauty a
invariably reflects nobility of soul beneath, and
the reverse for common-looking or the ugly. Or
should we call the latter, the IIaesthetically
handicapped"?
thought to Burundi one way or another, and that there is no
powerful political constituency to call attention to that tragic
land. But I am willing to bet thatifthe Hutu ever slaughter the
Tutsi, even to a small fraction ofwhat the Tutsi have committed
the outcry from Americans would be fierce, and there would b~
cries that the U. S. should intervene to save the beloved Tutsi.
Simply because the Tutsi look more handsome and more no-
ble-and much taller. Part of the ingrained double standard in
the American value-system is aesthetic.
I once wrote an article "Short People, Arise!" in which I
called attention to the age-long domination of American culture
and society by the Tall over the Short, although I stopped
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short-inveteratelibertarian that Iam-ofcalling for affirmative
action programs to recompense the Short for centuries ofTallist
oppression. In the political campaign of1988, Tallism continues;
one ofthe "charges" being levied against Dukakis by the Bush
forces is that he is "short" (tsk, tsk!) and that he has "no shoul-
ders" (an odious and insensitive attack on the sloping-
shouldered). Short people, rise up against Tallist tyranny,before
you too meet thefate ofthepoorHutu! -MNR
No news is good news - What passes for news
reporting in libertarian circles never ceases to charm and amuse
me. In mid-September, I received a copy of Common Sense: The
Newsletter for Libertarians and other friends of Liberty, along with a
suggestion that I might wish to subscribe. It's headline was
"~waziland'88: Libertarianism comes alive." A scheduling con-
fhct prevented myattending the Libertarian International meet-
ingin Swaziland, but I was definitely interested.
"Libertarians from around the world gathered together in
Southern Africa in Swaziland at the Royal Swazi Sun Hotel/Spa
this past August 7thruthe 13th for the 4th World Conference of
Libertarian International ... " the piece began. I was delighted
to read an account of the actual event.
Midway through the report I began reading about a friend
and colleague: "Karl Hess is a major pioneer ofthe modern Li-
bertarian Government. He was a speech writer to Goldwater
Nixon and Ford and a former consultant to the Pentagon and
theWhite House. Heis famous for his now classic 'Death ofPol-
itics' interview in Playboy magazine."
Hmm ... Karl is a pioneer of "Government"? His piece for
Playboy was an interview? Then came the clincher: "Hess semi-
nardelt with the topic ofChildrens Rights at the conference."
. The anonymous reporter had tipped his hand. Not only is he
Ignorant ofthefacts ofKarl Hess' life and ofspelling and ofsyn-
tax, but he is also ignorant of the event he covered. As you no
d?ubt know but the reporter for Common Sense apparently
dIdn't, Karl Hess was stricken with a heart attack in early July
and hasn't been able to travel anywhere, let alone to Swaziland
to conduct seminars.
The reporter had apparently written his entire story from the
advance press releases of Libertarian International, and not
bothered to verify the facts. Not surprisingly, I decided not to
subscribe to Common Sense.
Incidentally, Karl is recovering reasonably well from the
heart attack, which struck him on July 17 while visiting Hart-
ford, Conn., to talk to a libertarian supper club. After openheart
surgery lasting about ten hours, and three weeks in intensive
care, Karl has returned home to Kearneysville, W.Va, ~here he
is recuperating and continuing to work on the Libertarian Party
News and think up ideas to amuse his fellow editors at Liberty.
The blow to his heart was a blow also to his pocketbook, which
has already suffered from a frivolous remark he once wrote on
an income tax return. Readers and friends of Karl are encour-
aged to send donations to Friends of Karl Hess, 8 Peyton Street,
Winchester, VA 22601. Like the best things in life, donations are
not tax-deductible. -RWB
The test of detestable leadership - Rich-
ard Nixon advises in The Wall Street Journal that to test the presi-
dential candidates' capacityto govern, we should examine them
on what lessons they have drawn from the Vietnam War. He
goes on to advise us that the Vietnam War was a moral crusade
bythe United States.
Really? The U.S. first entered Vietnam·on behalf of the de-Volume2, Number2
spised French colonialists. Whenthe French were driven out,the
U.S. picked up the cudgels ofWestern imperialism and installed
a repressive government suitable to itself. In the ensuing years,
the United States maintained a series of harsh puppet govern-
ments, always hated by the people, and unleashed a mind-
boggling degree of murderous military power that killed,
maimed, displaced, and otherwise brutalized untold innocent
people-all in order to suppress indigenous, popular anti-
colonial forces. It strains all credulity to think that good inten-
tions had any part in this.
How can the callous imposition of such appalling misery be
called noble? Because communists in the North had designs on
the South? Because they might have perpetrated a bloodbath?
The tragedy of Vietnam is not that Jiwe" did
not win it. It is that Truman, Eisenhower,
Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and their people were
so presumptuous as to think that Vietnam was
theirs to dispose of.
Even if this happened the way Nixon says (it takes an astonish-
ing degree of self-deception to ignore the actual history of the
U.S. intervention and its aftermath), it would not turn U.S. gov-
ernment aggression into something else. Under what moral code
is it noble to pound an innocent people into the ground and to
scorch their earth in order to "prevent" a feared future
bloodbath?
The tragedy of Vietnam is not that "we" did not win it. It is
that Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and their
people were so presumptuous as to think that Vietnam was
theirs to dispose of. They not onlyturned Vietnam (and Cambo-
dia) into a living hell; theyalso accelerated the growth of statism
at home and routinely lied to the American people. In other
words, they betrayed the classical liberal ideals ofthe American
revolution and disgraced the United States. Watergate places a
distant second to Nixon's crimes in Southeast Asia. -SLR
Indiana vs the Indians - A lot of nonsense has
been tossed about in the media lately about the origin of the
word "Hoosier," meaning inhabitant of Indiana. The truth is as-
tonishingly simple.
Back before Indiana was a state, and William Henry Harri-
son was the Territorial Governor, the local Indian tribes caused a
great deal oftrouble bytrying to hold on to their lands. In order
to combat this insolence, Harrison was forced to raise an army.
Most ofthis army was intended to fight the Indians, but Harri-
son also planned an elite force of well-born shock troops whose
job was to guard the Governor's Mansion, as a "last line of de-
fense." Of course, as the chances were comparatively slim that
the elite unit (known as the Indiana Territory National Guard)
would actually encounter any Indians, a lot of base-born slack-
ers tried to volunteer for it.
Harrison certainly didn't want any hillbillies in the Guard.
Not only were they a vulgar lot, but they were illiterate and in-
capable of writing press releases. Moreover, they wouldn't have
fit in the Guard Golf Team at all.
Forthese reasons, the Guard recruiters had a simplecriterion
for acceptance of applicants. "Who's your father?" was the key
question, soon corrupted to "Who's yer father?" then "Hoosier
father?" and finally just "Hoosier?"
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As history has shown us, the strategy worked. The Indians
were slaughtered by rednecks who had nothing better to do,
and the elite Guard assisted Harrison in his quest for the White
House and many accompanied him to his goal. Another puzzle
ofhistorycleared up. -RFM
That Cato Seminar - As Liberty grows bigger and
lustier, it is beginning to take on the dimensions in microcosm
ofthe libertarian movement as a whole: lively, entertaining, ca-
cophonous, and a bit wackyaround the edges. The wacko ingre-
dient is, for exampIe, embodied in the recent remarks ofMessrs.
Overbeek and Vogt on a week-long Cato seminar no less than
ten years ago ("Rand-Bashing: Enough is Enough," Liberty, July
1988; and Letters, Liberty, September, 1988). Both ofthese gentle-
men, it appears, have been independently brooding into their
beers for the last ten years, ruminating over assorted evils at
that conference. Suddenly, ten years after the fact, they have
burst forth with their conclusions on the libertarian movement,
all of which are apparently based on that one conference. It
must have been a traumatic week!
As a veteran of not only that seminar, but countless week-
long seminars since, held by Cato and other libertarian institu-
tions, I must admit to being dumbfounded. I don't remember
any of those incidents that have formed the psyches of Over-
beekand Vogt-and that have apparently led Mr. Vogt to advo-
cate the extermination (only metaphorically, I hopeD of all
libertarian leaders above the age of60? 50? I don't rememberbe-
ing nice to Mr. Overbeekor not-nice to Mr. Vogt; I don't remem-
ber any libertarian leader dropping a drink on anyone's head;
all this richness ofincident that traumatized Overbeekand Vogt
totally passed me by.
I would, however, for the benefit of all past and future con-
ference-attendees, like to put in a plea for the lecturers' point of
view. And even-though Lord knows I am no defender of Cato
officialdom-a plea for the plight of the poor officials at these
gatherings. The officials have a heavy responsibility: to keep
every detail of the week-long conference going smoothly-a
task that students and lecturers alike tend to pooh-pooh and
take for granted. It is therefore no wonder if conference officials
are often a tense and preoccupied lot, not given to relaxed glad-
handing.
As for the lecturer, consider the strain of being at the beck-
and-callofthe student body, twenty-four hours a day for an en-
tire week. I, for one, consider this sort oflecturing mainly exhil-
arating, but concedethe moments of strain and exhaustion. And
also we have to rememberthat everylecturer has his or herown
personality, and that the degree of strain and exhaustion will
'Bar 00
Liberty 7Volume 2, Number 2
differ from person to person. The peak hours of fatigue come
from the lectures themselves and the following question-
periods, and even the most enthusiastic lecturer often likes to
follow these lecture hours with a coupleofhours ofquiet medi-
tation. Imagine, then, the following scenario, after one ofthese
lecture sessions, into which the lecturer has poured his soul:
Lecturer is quietly sitting, ruminating into his beer.
Enthusiastic Young Student sees lecturer, sits down promptly
at his table.
Young Student: "Professor Zilch, I havediscovered three glar-
ing contradictions on page 633 of your 'magnum opus,' Steps To-
ward Liberty. Here they are..."
Or, alternatively, Scenario II, Young Student declares:
"Professor Zilch, your positiononeconomics is veryinterest-
ing, and I accept most of it. But I demand to know what your
views are on the Rothbardian Rights question,and how, or if,
you would defend it."
Is it any wonder that a lecturer or two, faced with this com-
mon scenario, might grow a bit testy and reach, metaphorically
at least, for his revolver? -MNR
Guiltby disassociation-In its issue ofSept. 3, The
Economist, in its review ofAlger Hiss' recent book, Recollections of
a Life, explains why all right-thinking people should consider
Hissinnocent ofthe charges on which he was convicted in 1950.
The review cites two reasons to consider Hiss innocent: "the
sleaziness of those who brought him down" and "the unami-
mous decision of the state supreme court of Massachusetts to
readmit him to the bar."
Let's consider those charges.
To buttress the claim that his accusers are sleazy, The Econo-
mist notes: "Mr Richard Nixon had to resign the American presi-
dency in disgrace. J. Edgar Hoover, the long-time head of the
FBI, stands revealed as a prurient closet-homosexual. Roy Cohn,
another professional patriot who wore the American flag on his
sleeve, was disbarred from practising law in New York shortly
before his death from AIDS. Even the far right in America now
disowns SenatorJoseph McCarthy."
The Hiss story first hit the newspapers in 1948, when Whit-
taker Chambers, a rumpled senior editor of Time magazine, testi-
fied before the House Committee on Un-American Activities
that he had been an espionage agent ofthe Soviet Union during
the 1930s. Among the namesofothers who ~ad spied for theSo-
viets, he mentioned Alger Hiss.
Ba.foo
"There's nothing wrong with being a cowboy, son, but our
family has a long tradition ofpublic service..."
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It was a sensational revelation. Alger Hiss was an Establish-
ment figure of outstanding reputation. After a distinguished ca-
reer as a government employee, first aslawclerkto ChiefJustice
Oliver Wendell Holmes, then ina varietyofjobs withinthe New
Deal, finally as a close advisor to President Roosevelt in the sen-
sitive negotiations with the Soviets during World WarII, Hiss
was appointed head of the Carnegie Endowment for Interna-
tional Peace.
For most Americans, Chambers' charge was incredible. Hiss
was simply too Establishment, too well-educated, and too well-
connected to be a Soviet spy. Hiss denied the charges and threa-
Instead of presuming guilt by the sleaziness
ofone's supporters, The Economist presumes
innocence by the sleaziness ofone's accusers; al-
though in this case, it is more a matter ofinno-
cence by the sleaziness of people who in a
general way were involved in the same sort of
activity as one's accusers.
tened to sue Chambersifheever repeated them outside Congres-
sional testimony, which has legal protection from slander and
libel laws. Chambers repeated the charges on a radio program
and Hiss sued. At the trial, Chambers produced a vast amount of
documentary evidence. The juryfound for thedefense.
Eventually, Hiss was indicted for perjury in denying the
charges before a grand jury investigating the same charges. At
the long and colorful trials that followed, Chambers' evidence
was minutely examined and challenged. In the end, Hiss was
convicted and packedoffto jail. "
What were the roles of Nixon, Hoover, Cohn and McCarthy
in "bringing Hiss down"?
Richard Nixon was a member of the House Committee that
first heard the charges, and he did his best to milk it for publici-
ty. But he was not involved in the trial that exonerated Cham-
bers' charges against Hiss, or in the trial in which Hiss was
convicted of perjury. J. Edgar Hoover, as FBI chief, coordinated
some of the investigation that corroborated Chambers' account,
but his personal role was minor and remote.
The roles of Nixon and Hoover in "bringing Hiss down"
were minor. The roles ofMcCarthyand Cohn were non-existent.
It was ten days after Hiss was convicted that McCarthy madehis
first speech charging that communist agents had infiltrated the
U.S. government. Cohn's first involvement in anti-communist
paranoia came in 1953, when he became an aid to McCarthy.
Neither had any involvement whatsoeverin Hiss' conviction.
Hiss was "brought down" largely by the efforts of a single
individual, Whittaker Chambers. He never even expressed
rancor toward Hiss, and having done what he felt his duty, re-
tired from public life and lived quietly until his death in 1961.
As an editor of Time and the author of several books, he never
developed any reputation for sleaze.
Perhaps that is why he wasnot mentioned byThe Economist.
Nixon and Hoover, whose roles in Hiss' conviction were negligi-
ble, and McCarthy and Cohn, who played no role at all, did ulti-
mately develop sleazy reputations. Perhaps that is why they
were cited.
Ultimately, this defepse ofHiss is the flip side ofguilt by as-"This book could win back
most of our lost freedoms.'"
Harry Schultz, Editor
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sociation: instead of presuming guilt by the sleaziness of one's
supporters, The Economist presumes innocence bythe sleaziness
ofone's accusers; although in this case, it is more a matter ofin-
nocence by the sleaziness of people who in a general way were
involved inthe same sort of activity as one's accusers.
The second reason that we should consider Hiss innocent,
The Economist advises, is "theunanimous decision ofthe state su-
preme court of Massachusetts to readmit him to the bar," leav-
ing the reader to infer that the Court had believed Hiss wrongly
convicted.
Not surprisingly, the Supreme Court of Massachusetts was
aware that some might draw just such an inference from its deci-
sion to readmit Hiss to the bar, so it took pains to make its rea-
sons exceeding clear. Speaking for the court, ChiefJusticeJoseph
Tauro wrote "Hiss comesbefore us nowas a convicted perjurer,
whose crime ... is further tainted by the breach of confidence
and trust which underlay his conviction." Moreover, "nothing
we have said here should be construed as detracting one iota
from the fact that in considering Hiss' petition we consider him
to be guilty as charged." (Supreme Judicial Court for the Com-
monwealth ofMass, "Inthe matter ofAlger Hiss," 269 [1975].)
Whyhad the Court readmitted Hiss to the bar? Because Hiss
possesses the required "competency and learning in law" and
had to all appearances led a blameless life since his release from
prison. In short, it was an act of mercy to an elderly man who
had long since paid his debt to society.
So the second reason cited by The Economist for us to believe
in the innocence ofHiss rests on a flagrant disregard ofthe evi-
dence that it cites, the decision of the Massachusetts Supreme
Court to allow the old and by then pathetic Hiss to renew his
law practice.
I do not go to this trouble to point out the outrageous falla-
cies published in The Economist out of any desire to assail The
Economist; its status asthe most intelligent, most comprehensive,
and best-written newsweekly in the world is secure. Nor do I
want to prosecute further Hiss for crimes committed long ago.
I do it for one reason: thetruth is important. Hiss was a com-
munist spy. He was a perjurer. His conviction was justified by
the facts. And ad hominem attacks on individuals peripherally in-
volved, or not involved at all, does not change them. Nor does
flagrantly misreading a court decision of some 25 years later.
These facts are inconvenient for many of those like myself
and like The Economist who oppose the contempt for civilliber-
ties that characterized the McCarthy era.
But they are still true. And thetruth is important. - RWB
Prophecy & amnesia - Libertarians sometimes
think of themselves as hard-nosed, cold-hearted realists, view-
ing the world around them through the icy clear prism oflogic.
For some reason, manylibertarians are content to view libertari-
an activities through a different lens altogether. They are often
myopic when analyzing their own movement.
A case in point: A few months ago an individual sent out a
one-page press release (printed on a dot-matrix printer, poorly
xeroxed) boldly announcing the birth ofa newlibertarian organ-
ization, the purposes of which were high-sounding and noble.
Money would be raised, letters sent out, speeches prepared and
given, and assorted other actions taken.
Nobody ever heard of this individual before; there was no
track record by which to judgehim. In the months since, nothing
further has been heard of him-not even fund-raising letters,
which nearly every otherwise crackbrained scheme manages to
produce on the first pass.
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Just another failed idea? Well, not if you believe what you
read. Notices of the "birth" of this "organization" were printed
nearly verbatim in at least two libertarian periodicals. It was
press-release journalism, ofcourse-not news at all, though you
would never know it from what was published.
Another example: a well-known libertarian announced a
highly complicated political project that would ultimately in-
volve hundreds of thousands of people and dollars. Of course,
the specifics of the project weren't finalized before the pitch for
funds was sent out. Thousands ofdollars were raised to support
this worthy endeaver. But when the specifics were completed,
the idea was transformed. No matter! Project backers continued
to press on, giving speeches and collecting funds. Great benefits
will accrue when the noble project is completed!
Ofcourse, whenthe effort collapsed a few months later there
were no press releases, no explanation of where the money
went, no explanation ofwhythe project failed. But hope springs
eternal! There is-hallelujah!-just enough funding to keep the
idea alive to fight another day. No results, no accountability, no
nothing. But just as the ancient prophets foretold, there is resur-
rection and life after death! The prophecy lives!
One more example: a novelist announces a movement to
change the world by getting people to sign a personal declara-
tion based on the premise of one of his science fiction novels.
The declaration is very libertarian sounding, of course. And~
you guessed it-there is a small fee for "processing" the signed
declarations.
Nothing wrong here, although one wonders just what effect
the signed declarations will have in the real world. The organiz-
ers insist the plan can work. Each year the number of signers
will double. They will get two people to sign this year, each of
It isn't "news" until it happens. Ifsomething
doesn't work, it's a "failure."
Libertarianism will not be taken seriously so
long as its proponents wear blinders,·believe eve-
ry hyped-up promise and quickly forget the les-
sons of failure.
whom will get two more the next year... two, four, eight, six-
teen, thirty-two, sixty-four...by golly, in a mere 27.9 years, the
entire U. S. population will have signed! No more messy politi-
cal work. No more tedious educational efforts. No hopeless
struggles to resist the encroachments of statism!
With the logic of certainty that onlygeometry can provide,
this painless march towards freedom will deliver us from the
wilderness! The ever multiplying hordes of declaration signers
will throw off their yokes of oppression at the stroke of a pen.
And the great thing about this project is that it's working, ac-
cording to organizers. In the third year, over 128 people have
signed, so the project is well ahead of schedule! Clearly the re-
lentless drumbeat of success can be heard ...
No one questions the logic·of these separate·and different
projects. And no one remembers them after the high hopes have
evaporated in the heat of the reality. Now it mightbethat amne-
sia is a good thing in a movement littered with so many hope-
less and tiresome defeats, political and otherwise; blocking out
painful memories offailure might be a survival trait ofthe high-
est order. If libertarians dwelt on the difficulty of effecting
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change, or wallowed in the misery of all the numerous failures,
our movement has spawned, a despair and hopelessness might
settle in and doom any further activity.
But libertarians can ill afford to avoid self-criticism either.
Therazor sharp analysis libertarians apply to many other social
and economic problems shouldn't be spared on our own en-
deavors. How can we hope to gain respect for our ideas when
we give safe harbor to every silly idea and proposal, and give
equal weight to every vague or well-intentioned utterance re-
gardlessofmerit, cost or prospects for success?
And while libertarians are often quickto criticize others, why
is there so little tolerance for self-criticism? As demon-strated in
these pagesalready, even mild criticism ofothers is often enough
to launch a torrent ofself-pitying whiningand wailing about how
"unfair" it is to dare questionthe activitiesofothers.
Baloney! Let's look at the histories of both the Left and the
Right. The Left in its heyday was a lively place where hundreds
ofcompeting ideas, strategies, programs and proposals were all
tossed out and mercilessly criticized by various commentators.
Muchofthevitalityof statist and collectivist ideas emerged from
this clash ofopinion. Bitter feuds in obscure journals in the 1930s
gave birthto the modern welfare-warfare state ofthe 1950s.
The Right had fought a losing war with the Left until the
mid-1950s. Then, in the pages ofperiodicals like National Review,
ideas were strenuouslyadvocated, strong differences of opinion
were hashed and rehashed, and winner and losers went their
separate ways. Out of this noisy clash emerged the right-wing
American counterrevolution of the 1970s and 1980s. No phony
harmony or "thou shalt not criticize thy fellow conservative"
mentality at work here. Instead, the resounding clash of ideavs.
idea, of sometimes ugly self-criticism and internal rancor.
What emerged from these episodes on both the Right and
Left were major political and intellectual movements that were
taken seriouslybyboth insiders and outsiders. Unhealthy or un-
workable tendencies were rooted out and replaced in the glare
of harsh scrutiny, by more successful modes of adaptation and
evolution to current political circumstances.
Soporific and stultifying harmony has some attractive fea-
tures, just as regulated and collectivist economies have an order-
ly predictability which some find comforting. Nearly any
activity is more comfortable when everyone agrees and gets
along, when no oneobserves that his fellow participants maybe
crazy, foolish, dishonest or just plain wrong.
But libertarian ideas are never going to be taken seriously if
their proponents wear blinders, believe every hyped-up prom-
ise and quickly forget the lessons offailure. Libertarianism can-
not be taken seriouslybyothers until we ourselves take our own
movement and its actions seriously.
It isn't "news" until it happens. If something doesn't work,
it's a "failure." And sometimes you've got to kick a few sacred




Are these observations really necessaryas a preliminary to a
"vote for X" pitch? I believe they are, for the simple reason that
the concept of "sanction" has become endemic in libertarian po-
litical thinking. The origin of this concept is pretty well-known
and, for those of you who don't know, ask any libertarian be-
tween the ages ofthirtyand fifty. The fruit ofthis concept is that
many people have come to see voting as a deeply moral, sym-
bolic act.
The act ofvoting, in myjudgment, should beviewed as a mi-
nor stratagem in each individual's life-long struggle for a little
freedom and dignity and peace of mind. Voting is somewhat
like the decisions one makes in deciding which careerto pursue
or which college to attend; it is not at all the mystical experience
the proponents ofthe sanction theory ofvoting view it as.
Either Michael Dukakisor George Bush is going to be sworn
in as president onJanuary 20, 1989. Before you jump to the con-
clusion that I am advocating the old lesser-of-two-evils line,
hear me out. I do not advocate that position, at least not as a
matter of principle; in fact, I have frequently voted for people,
who had no real chance of winning. I am simply observing the
fact that either Bush or Dukakis will win the election. And this is
not an irrelevant datum.
We recently asked our editors to share their thoughts about the coming presidential election. As usual, they disa-
greed with one another. So we decided to offer brief essays in support of Ron Paul, George Bush, Michael Dukakis and
Nobody.
Volunteers stepped forward onbehalfof Messrs. Paul, Bush and Nobody. Alas, not one editor would fess up to sup-
port for the plucky Massachusetts governor. The day was saved when an editor came up with a piece writtenby a well-
known libertarian who prefers anonymity.
Caveat Lector!
Why I Will Vote for George Bush-On No-
vember 8 of this year I will walk into the Central Elementary
School on Eighth Street in Traverse City and cast my vote for
George Bush. I suspect a substantial majorityofLiberty's readers
will on that day vote instead for the candidate of a rather well-
known minor party. They will likely view my vote for Bush as
some sort of aberrant, antisocial, or at least anti-libertarian be-
havior. Therefore, I will try to explain the reasons for my sup-
port of Mr Bush.
Reflect for a moment on the meaning ofa vote for president.
Tryto strip awaythe verbiage that has grown up around the no-
tion ofvoting as an expression of popular will or the nobility of
suffrage. When someone votes for a presidential candidate, the
only unambiguous statement that he or she makes is a desire to
vote for that candidate for president. A vote does not necessari-
ly saythat the voter wants a certain candidate to be president. It
certainly does not say that this candidate is the most qualified
person for the office, even if we restrict the category of "per-
sons" to that ofactive presidential candidates. Nor doesit give a
moral "sanction" to a candidate, a candidate's views, platform,
pledges, promises, ideology, likes and dislikes, or the candi-
date's political party.
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Withinthe contextofpractical desires, I want George Bush to
be the next president of this country. Perhaps the fact that I can
think~fmany people whom I would rather have as president is
ofphilosophical significance. Butit is ofno political significance.
Hell, I would like tobethe next president. So what?
CleaningUp The Main Stream
TheascendancyofGeorge Bushis importantbecause it signi-
fies a realignment of forces within the Republican Party. To
come to grips with the full implications of this fact, it is neces-
sary for us to rid ourselves ofa few prejudices that maycling to
us from earlier political activisms.
Like many libertarians, I cut my political teeth in the Gold-
water campaign. In those days, the strong free-market, pro-
liberty element in the Grand Old Party was indisputably a mi-
norityfaction, at least at theleadership level. We seemed to bein
a permanent state ofinsurrection, forever pitted against the left-
ish Rockefeller-Javits-Romney-Scranton establishment within
the party. For some years after the 1964 debacle, manyofus still
viewed right-wing insurgency within the GOP as something
basically accruing to our benefit even if we didn't always agree
with some aspects ofits strategyor programs.
Gradually something happened that wasn't easilyintegrated
into our political consciousness: the old Goldwater Rebellion
wasbecomingtheRepublican Party. The establishment GOP lib-
erals were becoming a minority wing and, finally, just isolated
individuals. During the Reagan era, more-or-Iess Goldwater-
style conservatism cameto dominate the Republican Party. This
change had many important implications. The one most impor-
tant for this discussion is that as the reasonably sensible (and
proto-libertarian) Goldwater-type conservatives were becoming
the establishment within the GOP, they were replaced as a dis-
sident movement bythe nut right-theocrats, creationists, con-
spiracy buffs, Birchers, populists, and·various elements tinged
with racism, anti-Semitism, and funny-money nostrums.
The rise of George Bush to prominence in the Republican
Party represents the return of his party to a secularized, main-
stream, American brand ofconservatism. The single greatest ob-
stacle to the spread of sensible right-wing policies in America
among the intelligentsia is the identification in the minds of so
many thoughtful people of conservatism with puritanical, anti-
intellectual, and just plain stupid ideas.
Bush has a chance to revitalize the Republican Party by
bringing its best elementsto the fore. He has the ability and the
"Because I decided that when you wear a golden crown and an er-
mine robe, you'rejust looking for trouble.'~
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will to make a credible outreach to millions of people who
would never feel comfortable in a Republican Party run by the
likes ofJerry Falwell.
The Civilized Choice
Libertarians sometimes forget that a presidentialcandidateis
not simply a repository of ideology and program. Intelligence,
competence, and character do matter. Public and private decen-
cy do matter. I don't mean that every peccadillo must be held
up to scrutiny. But a pattern of immorality and deception-
among contemporaries the names Hart, Biden, and Kennedy
come to mind-does preclude one from being a good president,
evenifone had committedHuman Action to memory.
Yes, ideas count, but people count also. And so does charac-
ter and civility. At least when George Bush speaks of those in
the banking profession, he refers to them as bankers, not ''bank-
sters," as the Libertarian Party's representative insists on doing.
Bush treats those engaged inthe profession ofarmsas honorable
men and women, not as war criminals. More importantly, he
treats the United States ofAmerica not as a sordid empire bloat-
ed by aggression and imperialism, but as a civilization that, de-
spite its shortcomings, is worth preserving at almost anycost.
Since this is a personal statement, I will lay myviews on the
line. On these issues, I agree with Vice-President Bush. I disa-
gree with Ron Paul and Michael Dukakis. I simplycannot agree
with the far-right approach of this year's Libertarian Partycan-
didate. My disagreement with Dukakis is too obvious to require
elaboration.
The single greatest obstacle to the spread of
sensible right-wing policies in America among
the intelligentsia is the identification in the
minds of so many thoughtful people ofconserva-
tism with puritanical, anti-intellectual, and just
plain stupid ideas.
What about the Vice President? I believe George Bush is fit
to be president, for reasons of politics and personality. He has
led a life of manly virtue. From his outstanding combat record
as a young war hero to his forceful and successful confrontation
with assorted Europeanleftists duringthe Pershing missilecrisis
he has demonstrated not merely competence but a devotion to
civic life of a kind typical of an earlier, less theatrical era of our
history. His career exemplifies the fact that the true majesty and
strength ofa republic lie in simplicityand dignity.
I disagree with George Bush on many issues, though it is
only fair to add that I agree with him on many more. Most im-
portantly, however, he is thekind ofperson whom I wantas presi-
dent. His opponents are not. As a lover of liberty and of our
civilization, I will vote for him in November.
-byWilliam P. Moulton
Better Duke Than Bush-Iam getting increasingly
bitter at the Republican tinge of the libertarian movement, a
tinge demonstrated once again in the election year of 1988.
There are plenty of libertarians and pseudo-libertarians who
have come out, explicitly or implicitly, for Bush, including the
usual suspects-Hospers, the Reason crowd, Cato, Citizens for a
Sound Economy, Reaganites Anderson and Niskanen-evenone
editor ofLiberty itself. But, in all this, who is there to saya goodVolume 2, Number2
word for the Duke? Or, not to get carried away completely, for
the Duke as compared to George Bush?
I am not trying to take anything away from the noble and
magnificent campaign of Ron Paul for President of the United
States. But everyone, including Paul, concedes that he will not
beelected President in 1988. That beingthe case, who ofthe only
two realistic possibilities should we hope gets elected?
I believe that we libertarians should hope and pray for the
victory ofthe Dukakis-Bentsen ticket, as very much the lesser of
the two evils that confront us.
Whatever the evils of democracy, I think most libertarians
would concede that a multi-party state is far better than a one-
party state. But if George Bush, with all the charisma of a wet
noodle,,can defeat the Democrats, this means that we are likely
to suffer under a one-party presidency forever-surely an intol-
erable situation. To save us from a one-party executive branch)
the Democratsmust win in1988.
The Republicans have built an entrenched machine during
the eight years ofthe Reagan Presidency. It is imperative to kick
it out. It would take the Democrats at least eight years to estab-
lish and encrust a comparable machine. In the meanwhile, Dem-
ocratic rule will be tentative and wobbly-all to the good from
the point ofview ofthe rights and liberties ofthe people.
Odious Super-Patriotism
What is the major issue of this campaign-as defined by thE
Bushies themselves? Clearly, the Pledge of Allegiance, which
George recited in the odious epilogue to his big acceptancE
speech. Contrary to what the boobs think, the Pledge of Alle-
giance is not part ofthe U. S. Constitution or our American Heri-
tage. It first appeared in the Youth Companion in 1892, and was
sanctified in an edict ofPresident Benjamin Harrison, who want-
ed it recited in all the public schools of the nation. President
Harrison, as a typical Republican nation-statist ofthe 19th centu-
ry, emphasized the Pledge in order to push nationalist super-
patriotism as against the two classic enemies ofthe Republican
party: the South and the Roman Catholic Church. Its emphasis
on "one nation indivisible" was sticking it to the South, and to
everyone-including, presumably, every libertarian-who sup-
portsthe right ofsecession from the union. Essentiallyan oath to
the Nation-State's bloody battle flag, the Pledge was sticking it
to the Catholic Church, which did not believe in any oaths or
pledges of allegiance except to God.
During the early part ofthis century, in the era ofthe notori-
ous Palmer Raids and Red Scare, the Nation-State increased the
stress onthe Pledge of Allegiance and on forcing teachers to re-
cite it and kids to repeat it. Like many Americans, Dukakis be-
lieves that the Jehovah's Witnesses cases in the Supreme Court
in the 1940s settled the matter, outlawing any sort ofcompulso-
ry salute or pledge. But now the Bushies, latching on to the re-
surgent super-patriotism ofthe American booboisie, is making
the Pledge the major issue---€ven though it plainly has nothing
to do withthe problems facing the next president.
Card-Carrying A~LUMember
In a phrase echoed by his army offlunkies, George Bush ac-
cuses Dukakis of being a "card-carrying member of the Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union." Why "card-carrying"? What in hell
does that mean? Does the ACLU issue cards to its members, and
if so, does Dukakis wear one near his heart at all times, and ifit
does and he does, so what? Apparently, Bush is trying to revive
the McCarthy era, when the charge that one was a "card-
carryingCommunist" could spell the end ofa career, and to im-
ply that the ACLU is somehow commie, subversive, or traitor-
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ous. Of course, these charges are balderdash. The ACLU often
does good work on behalfofcivil liberties, eventhough it some-
times confuses civil liberties with so-called civil "rights." (Wil-
liam Moulton made this point very well in the May, 1988,
Liberty.) I, for one, would feel a lot better about George Bush if
he were a card-carrying member of the ACLU rather than a
card-earrying-memberofthe militarist, war-mongeringVeterans
of Foreign Wars.
The Reagan-Bush Administration has been uniformly rotten
on civil liberties: on wiretapping and invading the privacy of
American citizens, and on restricting their rights according to
the Freedom of Information Act to know what their rulers are
up to. Remember that Bush once headed the Central Intelligence
Agency, our infamous agencyofsecret thugs.
Peace and Non-Intervention
While hardly a super-dove or a consistent non-
interventionist, Michael Dukakis is far more non-interventionist
than George Bush. Dukakis is more enthusiastic than Bush about
the INF treaty, opposes the reckless boondoggle of Star Wars,
and is far more enthusiastic about ending the terrible arms
It is imperative to kick out the entrenched Re-
publicans. It would take the Democrats at least
eight years to establish and encrust acomparable
machine. In the meanwhile, Democratic rule will
be tentative and wobbly-all to the good from
the point ofview ofthe rights and liberties of the
people.
race-for all of which he has been wrongly attacked by thE
Bushies as supporting "unilateral disarmament." Dukakis is
firmly opposed to aiding the fascist contras and-wonder of
wonders!-was virtuallythe onlyman in American political life,
with the exception ofCongressman Ron Paul, to opposethe bru-
tal American invasion and dominationoflittle Grenada. For that
alone he should be honored by libertarians when they make a
choice between the two political evils.
Economics
What about the charge that Dukakis is a liberal corporate
statist? Of course he is, but so is Bush. But isn't Bush far better
on free markets? No. The Reagan-Bush administration gave
only lip service to the free market. In fact, it enormously in-
creased regulation ofbusiness, engaged in a vicious and hysteri-
cal crackdown on allegedly criminal "inside-traders," raised
tariffs and import quotas and cartels, and increased taxes and
government spending, even as a percentage of the GNP. Duka-
kis would be no worse than Bush, especially considering that
Dukakis tends to be a cautious spender. Dukakis' rhetoric would
be worse, but this is better for the cause of liberty, because no one
would be misled into thinking that Dukakis' programs are in
some way libertarian or are "getting government offour back."
And there is another crucial point: Since becoming the Secre-
tary of the Treasury in 1985, James Baker (big buddy of Bush,
and assured Secretary ofState in a Bush administration) has un-
fortunately beenvery effective in engineering coordinated mon-
etarypolicies and exchange rates among the large central banks.
Baker has been greatly aided in this Keynesian thrust toward a
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world central bank and world economic government by his Tri-
lateralist pals in world financial and ruling circles. This is the
greatest single economic evil that we face in the near future. A
Dukakis administration would be no less Keynesian but, being
far more removed from world financial elites, would be far less
effective in pushing this sinister world-collectivist program.
So, fellow libertarians, let the slogans for Election Day'88be:
Crush Bush! Roast Quayle! And at least Two Cheers for the
Duke! -G. Duncan Williams
Vote for nobody-The most obvious alternatives are
George Dukakis and Michael Bush, representing respectivelythe
Tweedle Dee and Tweedle Dum interest factions of the Demo-
publicanParty.
Bush comes from the more conservative Big Business, War-
fare State wing of the Eastern Establishment. His views on per-
sonallibertycan be inferred from service as director ofthe CIA,
an agency which (like the DEA, NSA, FBI, and IRS) acts as a
government within a government answerable to no one.
His service as chief of the War on Drugs offers another clue
to his character. It's not simply that this boondoggle is the most
damaging assault on individual liberty since Roosevelt set up
concentration camps for Japanese-Americans. The Waron Drugs
actually increases the total amount of both drug traffic and vio-
lent crime by increasing the dealers' profits and the consumers'
costs. It's simultaneously created numerous permanent new
crime syndicates, muchas Prohibition gavethe Mafia the financ-
ing it needed. This sector of government is incredibly corrupt.
I'll warrant a substantial percentage of DEA agents, as well as
local narcs, will retire in luxury thanks to George. Manyofthose
who don't will justgo to work for, with, or amongthe folks they
regulated, a long standing tradition with government
employees.
As far as anyone can determine, Bush is totally devoid ofany
personal philosophy. He might be described as a conservative
without an ideology; he'll likely conserve the present direction
the Ship of State is being blown just because that's more or less
what his backers expect of him. He's simply a preppy who de-
cided to go to work for the government and got lucky. You
You knew kids like George Bush when you
were in school. Affable, yet devious and quick to
look out for Number One; not really too bright,
but shrewd enough to cultivate favor with his
teachers. He probably didn't lie, cheat, or steal,
because it was socially unacceptable, not from
any ethical considerations.
knew kids like him when you were in school. Affable, yet devi-
ous and quickto look out for Number One; not really too bright,
but shrewd enough to cultivate favor with his teachers. He prob-
ably didn't lie, cheat, or steal, but because doing so was socially
unacceptable, not from any ethical considerations.
The best argument for Bush is that he was associated with
Ronald Reagan, and we happen to have had some very good
times with Reagan. It's true, Reagan was no rocket scientist, but
his heart was more or less in the right place; and people feel bet-
ter about Bush after two terms with the avuncular Reagan than
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they did about Ford after (not quite) two terms with a sleazy
Nixon. The fact that Ford is probablya much higher-quality hu-
man being than Bush is beside the point. Since when did that
make a difference in Washington, D.C.?
The wags couldn't come up with an appellation for Reagan
and Bushl but they certainly have for Bush and his running
mate: the Turkeyand the Quail.
Voting compromises your privacy, gets your
name into another government computer bank,
and entails hanging around government offices.
Dukakis represents the more liberal Big Government, Wel-
fare State wing ofthe Eastern Establishment. A faceless lifelong
party apparatchik who somehow makes his way to governor,
through successful infighting becomes a member of the Demo-
crats' Politburo-equivalent, and is finally put up for party chair-
man-the Dukakis success story could have happened in the
Soviet Union as easily as in the U.S. Certainly Dukakis seems to
be the kind ofduplicitous and ruthless character who would do
well in that environment.
Unlike Bush, Dukakis clearly has a political philosophy, al-
though it's not one that appeals to those interested in either per-
sonal freedom or economic prosperity. The man's record in
Massachusetts is one of ballooning bureaucracy, expenditures,
and taxes; contraryto his propaganda, the state's economic suc-
cess was no greaterthanthat ofothers in the region, and far less
than that of neighboring New Hampshire. The Massachusetts
IImiracle," such as it was, resulted largely from tax cuts madeby
a more conservative predecessor, largesse financed by debt
(which is the next guy's problem), and Federal porkbarrelling
(which comes at the expense of the rest of the country). He
thinks it's a good idea to foment revolution in South Africa, but
a bad idea to foment it in Nicaragua. One suspects he'd like to
centrally plan the US economy, and that his problems withJesse
Jackson are no more than a disagreement over which of them
should run things. On the positive side, Dukakis looks some-
what more sincere kissing babies and eating ethnic food than
does his opponent.
But I'm not telling you anything you don't read in the
newspapers.
My guess is that the majority of Bush voters will be voting
against Dukakis rather than for Bush. I think they are making a
mistake. Consider the consequences of a Bush election. If the
economy collapses during the next four years, the Republicans,
traditionally (albeit inaccurately) labeled the party of free enter-
prise, will take the blame. Wouldn't it be better if the Demo-
crats, traditionally (and quite accurately) labeled the party of
creeping socialism, took the fall? The reaction of either party to
an economic crisis is likely to be about the same, so it's clearly
betterto have the Greater Depression associated with the Demo-
crats, and discredit their creeping socialist ideology.
But most people don't think beyond the immediate and
short-term consequences to their pocketbooks when they vote,
and while both candidates promise to be disasters, Bush appears
to.be the lesser of two evils. But there are a couple of positive
alternatives.
None ofthe Above
I can give you five good reasons why you may not want to
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1. Voting in a political election is unethical. The political pro-
cess is one of institutionalized coercion and force. Ifyou disap-
prove ofthese things, you shouldn't participate.
2. Voting compromises your privacy. It just gets your name
into another government computer bank.
3. Voting (as well as registering) entails hanging around gov-
ernment offices, and dealing with petty bureaucrats. Most peo-
ple have something more enjoyable or productiveto do.
4. Voting just encouragesthem. A vote againstonecandidate
is always interpreted as a votefor his opponent, an endorsement
for his policies, a mandate for him to enforce his will on society.
That's a heavy moral responsibility considering what they're
likely to do.
5. Your vote doesn't count. Politicians sayit counts because
it's to their advantage to get people into busybody mode. But,
statistically, one vote in scores ofmillions makes no more differ-
ence than a single grain of sand does to a beach. That's entirely
apart from the fact that officials manifestly do what they want,
not what you want, once they're in office. And entirely apart
from the fact that over 98% of all incumbents are re-elected
anyway.
For those overcome with an atavistic urge to join thehowling
mob on November 8. There is a positive alternative.
A DarkHorse on a White Horse
You might consider Ron Paul, the Libertarian candidate. It's
something of an oxymoron to be a libertarian politician, but de-
spite his having served as a Congressman from the Houston
area for several terms, Paul is not a professional pol; he voted
fairly consistently on the side ofindividual liberty while he was
in office. He advocates dramatic tax reductions, privatization of
most government services, abolition ofthe Federal Reserve and
institution of a gold standard, and nonintervention in the affairs
offoreign countries. He's a decent human being. And he doesn't
have a snowflake's chance in hell of being elected. But he is on
the ballot in almost all states, and if you want to give a signal to
the powers that be, you might consider Ron Paul.
But as for me, I will spend November 8 doing something
more fun than voting. -DouglasCasey
Vote for Ron PaUl-There are good reasons for all
Americans to vote for Ron Paul. In contrast to the other candi-
dates, Paul promises to act to reverse the growth ofgovernment,
to reduce its control overindividuals' lives, and to lowerthe cost
of government. The accelerating growth of government during
the past century is the root of most of the social problems that
we face today. The restrictions bythe U.S. governmenton its citi-
zens are an abomination, and are getting worse. And the total
cost of government, in terms of dollars and in terms of reduced
individual liberty is a burden that approaches the limits of the
ability ofthe citizens to bear. Ron Paul is alone among presiden-
tial aspirants in seeking to change these trends.
All Americans should vote for Ron Paul because the election
ofRon Paul would bebetter for America than the election ofany
other candidate.
The reasons that every libertarian or classical liberal should
vote for Ron Paul are even more compelling.
1. A vote for Ron Paul sends a clear message about what we
as libertarians want. A vote for Bush, Dukakis or a refusal to
vote sends an obscure, essentiallymeaningless message.
The major party candidates advocate programs that mix the
ideas of liberty and the state in odd ways. Bush favors slightly
lower taxes than Dukakis, but favors a continuation of the mili-
tary spending boondoggles begun by Reagan. Dukakis gives
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greater support to civil liberties, but promises to increase the
power of the IRS and the regulation of entrepreneurial enter-
prise. Both strongly support escalation ofthe War on Drugs, i.e.
stepping up suppression of free market activities in drugs not
sanctioned by government.
What's more, both Bush and Dukakis seek to bring together
a variety of special interests and ideological groups. A libertari-
an vote for Bush is likely to be mistaken as a vote for more mili-
tary spending or for more Federal aid to education; a libertarian
'ate for Dukakis is likely to be mistaken as a mandate for great-
~r regulation.
Libertarians should remember the motto of the nascent Li-
lertarian Partyin 1972: "Say No to Both!"
A vote for Ron Paul conveys a clear and un-
mistakable message: you are a member of the
American polity who supports libertarian poli-
cies and actions. A vote for Paul sends a mes-
sage that stands out. It will not be confused or
lumped with the "noise" of non-voting or the
lesser-of-two-evils major party voting.
And saying "No" to the growth of the state does not mean
boycotting theelection, even when thatboycott is motivated by a
feeling ofmoral superiority. Non-voters ofall stripes are lumped
together in the public mind as lazy, uncaring, stupid, poorly edu-
cated, unpatriotic, wrapped up in personal matters ... and ad-
ding a few libertarian votes to the already huge group of non-
voters willdo nothing to change that perception.
To give a libertarian message, you must vote for the candi-
date who is most libertarian. While many libertarians <ouselves
included) may disagree with Ron Paul on one or two issues or
on strategic campaign decisions, he is articulating libertarian
ideas. No othercandidate is even a close second.
A vote for Ron Paul conveys a clear and unmistakable mes-
sage: you are a member ofthe American polity who supports li-
bertarianpolicies and actions. A vote for Paul sends a message that
stands out. Itwill not beconfused orlumped with the "noise" of
non-voting or the lesser-of-two-evils major party voting.
2. Ron Paul is qualified to be President, or at least as quali-
"It's a neat idea, but ifI derived my just powers from the consent
ofthe governed, 1'd never get anything done'"
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fied as any man can be.
The President ofthe U.S. has vast powers. He can make war,
make peace, issue executive orders withthe force oflaw, set pri-
orities in law enforcement, veto legislation. He can speak direct-
ly to the American people and marshal public opinion. He can
appoint members of judicial, regulatory and adrninistrative
bodies.
In a certain sense, of course, no man is qualified to be Presi-
dent. As the state has grown, the notion that the state has magi-
cal powers has grown. And because the President embodies the
state, manypeoplebelievethat the President can perform magic:
he can cure unemployment, raise the standard of living, elimi-
Americans have the rare opportunity to vote
for a libertarian for the most powerful office in
the world. At a time when many of the world's
people are literally dying under the heel of
statism, it would be a shame for libertarians to
ignore the opportunity to express their belief in a
free and just society.
nate injustice, eradicate poverty, reduce ignorance-in short,
solve any problem faced byany person.
Of course, Ron Paul cannot perform these miracles. But then
neither can George Bush or Michael Dukakis. The difference is
that Ron Paul knows that he cannot perform miracles. He under-
stands the limits ofgovernment.
His intelligence, his honesty, his willingness to work hard,
his understanding of libertarian ideas all qualify him to use the
Presidency to maximize human liberty. And his humility ena-
bles him to be President without letting the power ofthe office
go to his head.
3. Ron Paul is an intelligent advocate of liberty.
It is chic in some circles to denigrate the libertarianism oj
Ron Paul, to claim that his libertarianism is not particularly in-
tellectually sophisticated. His rejection of libertarian orthodoxy
onthe issue ofabortion is often cited.
Ron Paul became a libertarian the hard way: by studying in-
dependently, by grappling with ideas, by critically examining
theories, accepting some and rejecting others. He brought with
him certain values, which might be characterized as bourgeoi~
or conservative. Not surprisingly, he retained some of these val-
ues. This is the nor'mal process ofindependent, critical learning.
As a self-taught libertarian, he disagrees with most libertari-
ans on one or two issues, most notably abortion. This is the natu-
ral consequence of the process of self-education. Although WE
disagree'strongly with him on the matter ofabortion, we respect
the careful consideration that has gone into the development oj
his position. We daresay that Paul's statements on the subject ot
abortion give evidence 0'£ far more critical examination ofthe is-
sue than manylibertarian purists who condemn him for his view.
Those who would like to expel Paul from the libertarian
movement might do well to recall that libertarianism is not a re-
ligious faith, an orthodoxy defended by a priesthood. It is a
growing, changing approach to social questions. By today's
standards, the libertarian ideas of our founding fathers seem
pretty childish compared with the brilliance of, say, Misesian
praxeology. A century from now, the ideas of Mises, Rothbard




In the meantime, we who advocate human liberty should
maintain respect for the thinking of other libertarians, even
when they disagree on a particular aspect of libertarian theory
or program.
4. Ron Paul is a good and decent man.
He has demonstrated his goodness and decency in the U.S.
Congress by advocating policies that he believed right-even
when cost was high. At times he took positions that were at
odds with his party, even when that cost him the support of his
Republican colleagues.
At times, he supported individual liberty in cases that were
unpopular in his Congressional district. Rather than pandering
to his constituents' wishes, h~ explained to them why he be-
lieved what he did. His opposition to the military draft and to
increased Federal drug enforcement mayhave cost him the sup-
port ofsome constituents. But it earned him the respect ofmany
more, including manyofthose who disagreed with him.
Ron Paul stood firm when blasted by his critics for being
stubborn and single-minded in Congress. He held up the ban-
ner of liberty as a Republican congressman, even when asked
questions about controversial topics, like victimless crimes and
U.S. foreign policy. Even his loudest critics among libertarians
have failed to come up with anything other than a few half-
baked accusations and muddled interpretations of often com-
plex real world voting decisions.
Like past LP candidates, he has labored in harsh vineyards
of ignorance, indifference and outright scorn. He has worked
hard, with little prospect of personal reward, to increase our
freedom, to build our movement. He has supported libertarian
activities, both personally and financially, long before he en-
tered politics. Ron Paul is a man worthy ofyour vote.
5. A vote for Ron Paul helpsthe libertarian movement grow.
Election campaigns are the one time that most Americans
consider it good manners to discuss political ideas. The Libertar-
ian Party provides a means for libertarians and classical liberals
to offer our vision ofthe future to our fellow citizens. By voting
for Ron Paul, you help increase the visibility of the Libertarian
Party.
The greatest hurdle that the Libertarian Party must cross in
its efforts to promote liberty is to obtain permanent ballot status
in as many states as possible. At present, a large part of
campaign efforts and expenses are spent on ballot drives. Once
the Party gets enough votes, it will be able to channel the funds
and energies spent on petition drives into the general election,
thereby spreading our message even wider. And the only way
the LP can obtain permanent ballot status is by getting more
votes.
6. A vote for Ron Paul adds to the credibility of libertarian
ideas.
Americans worship success. Whether we like it or not, most
Am~ricansare more willing to take libertarian ideas seriously if
they perceive the libertarian movement as a growing move-
ment. And for most Americans, the success or failure of the Li-
bertarian Presidential nominee is the most visible sign of the
growth (or decline) ofthe movement.
Americans have the rare opportunity to vote for a libertari-
an for the most powerful office in the world. At a time when
many ofthe world's people are literally dying under the heel of
statism, it would be a shame for libertariansto ignore the oppor-
tunity to express their belief in a free and just society.
-Mike Holmes and R. W. BradfordReport.
The Search for
We The Living
by R. W. Bradford
I
t began as an obscure, un-
successful novel by Ayn
Rand in 1936. With the
aid of Benito Mussolini's son,
it was made into two motion
pictures in Fascist Italy in
1942. The films were major
box office hits, but a few
months later Nazi propagan-
da minister Joseph Goebbels
denounced the films for be-
ing "soft on communism."
Then, according to the pro-
ducer, the Fascists ordered
all prints and negatives of
the films turned over so they
could be destroyed. For
many years it was believed
all copies had been lost, but
the producer ·had hidden a
single copy of the negative.
In 1968, after an elaborate
and frustrating search, the
negative was found and
Rand began to edit the film
for re-release. But events in-
tervened, and the film was
not shown again publicly for
nearly 20 years.
Few films have had such a tortured and tortuous
history as We The Living. The film scheduled to openin New
York In November is more than a historical curiosity, more than a
footnote in cinematic history. But to this day, its history is shroud-
ed in mystery; much of its story will never be known with
certainty.
What began as a profoundly individualistic novel became a
profoundly individualistic film. How it came to be produced in
Fascist Italy without the knowledge of its writer, how it was lost
but ultimately found, how its literary rights were obtained and the
film eventually shown in America is a complicated and sometimes
obscure story.
What follows is an account ofthe production of We The Living,
its suppressionby Fascist authorities, its apparent loss in the after-
math of World War II, its rediscovery sometwentyyears later, and
the editing of the nearly forgotten film into a new version, which
will be released to theaters later this year. "There is a folklore
growing up around the film," co-producer HenryMark Holzerhas
noted, "and there are a lot of stories that are apocryphal."In this ac-
count, I have attempted to separate the true from the false, the
credible from the uncredible, and to indicate those issues that re-
main unresolved, mysterious or provocative.
•
One evening in January 1926, a young man made a remark at a
party to a girl he hardly knew. She was moving away, and he
wanted her to tell the people she met about the place she was leav-
ing. "Ifthey ask you, in America-tell them that Russia is a huge
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cemetery, and that we are all dying
slowly." "1'11 tell them," she promised)
The city was Petrograd in theSoviet
Union. The girl was Alice Rosenbaum,
an intensely seriousyoung woman who
had just received permission to leave
theSoviet Union. These were not happy
times in Russia: the Great War and the
Revolution that followed had taken a
terrible toll in property and life. The
"social reforms" of the Revolution had
torn society apart, wiping out the west-
ernized, liberal world that had begun to
emerge in the Russian metropolis.
In America, Alice Rosenbaum re-
lentlessly pursued her goal to be a writ-
er. She moved to Los Angeles,
determined to become a screenwriter.
She found work as a movie extra.
Gradually she mastered English, and
began to write. Four years later, the
young woman-bynow she had chosen
Ayn Rand as hername-began workon
a novel, which she called Air Tight. By
the time she had finished it in·1933, she
had renamed it We The Living.
"We The Living is as near an autobi-
ographyas I will ever write," she would
later note.2 Like Ayn Rand, its protago-
nist,Kira Argounova, is a young wom-
an who has grownto maturityin Russia
during the Great War and the Russian
Revolution. Like Ayn Rand, Kiracomes
from a middle-class background. Like
Ayn Rand, Kira rejects the morality of
Communism, and opposes the Soviet
Sta"~.
~-:ut unlike Ayn Rand, Kira has no
relatives in Chicago who could sponsor
her visit to America and escape from
the Soviet Union. So Kira Argounova
has to stay in Petrograd, to try to make
a life under the Soviets. She decides to
studyto become an engineer. She meets
and falls in love with Leo Kovalensky, a
young aristocrat who is persecuted by
the state. "He knew nothing about her
present, but she told him about her fu-
ture; about the steel skeletons she was
goingto build,aboutthe glass skyscrap-
er and the aluminum bridge" (p 73). He
develops tuberculosis, but the Soviets
refuse his admittance to a sanitarium
and deny him a job so he can pay for
private care. Kira discovers that Andrei
Taganov, an idealistic communist revo-
lutionary, has fallen in love with her.
She becomes Taganov's mistress to ob-
tain money to pay for Leo's medical
treatment.
We The Living is the story of the re-
sulting love triangle. And it is Ayn
Rand's fulfillment of the promise she
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had made at the party the eve of her
departure.
Three years passed before We The
Living found a publisher. After printing
only 3,000 copies, the publisher de-
stroyed the type. A year later a British
edition of We The Living was published,
without much greater success. Rand
continued to work as a junior screen-
writer in Hollywood and began work
on a new novel.*
•
But that was not theend ofthe publish-
ing history. A few years later, the
Italian publishing house Casa Baldini e
Castoldi published an Italian translation
of the novel as Noi Vivi.t
The Fascists were very hostile to
Soviet communism, and We The Living
offered a hideous portrait of life under
theSoviets. More importantly, it tells an
exciting storyinvolving a melodramatic
love triangle. Apparentlyits publisher
Ayn Rand knew nothing of
the film. Her permission had
neither been required nor
sought. "We were able to do it
only because we stole the
rightsI" explained Assistant
Director Anton Majano.
knewa good stor~y when it found one.
Noi Vivi became a best seller.3
It occurred to Goffredo Alessandrini
that Noi Vivi might make an interesting
film. Alessandrini was a well esta-
blished film director. In America, he is
remembered for his Fascist films. The
Film Encyclopedia says he "directed sev-
eral award winning Fascist propaganda
films."4 Edward Tannenbaum, in his au-
thoritative The Fascist Experience: 1922-
1945, writes of one of Alessandrini's
earlier films, "The theme of a freelance,
selfish hero redeemed by patriotism
was dramatized most effectively in the
.. We The Livingwasnotpublishedagain in English
for more than 20 years, and only then after Rand
had established herselfas a best-selling novelist
and had gained a huge andenthusiasticfollowing.
t I could not determine the exact date. The director
of the film, Goffredo Alessandrini said in a 1973 in-
terview that thenovel had been published a few
months before production began;5 Henry Mark
Holzer, Rand's attorneywholater co-produced the
American subtitled version of the film, believed it
was authorized byRand and issued before the
war;6 Duncan Scott,.another co-producer of the
American subtitled version, believed thatitwas an
unauthorized edition issued during the war.7
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film Luciano Serra-Pilota (1938), direct-
ed byGoffredo Alessandrini. ...A good
case can be made for the argument that
[this film] had a more specifically
Fascist message than any other signifi-
cant Italian film ..."8§ Alessandrini's
reputation in Italy is quite different: he
is remembered for intimate psychologi-
cal studies and for allowing his actors
considerable freedom to develop their
parts.
It is easy to see why filming Noi Vivi
appealed to Alessandrini: it was a best-
selling book, its love story was both fas-
cinating and quite racy for thetime, and
its anti-communism would get it past
the watchful eyes of the Ministry of
Popular Culture. And Alessandrini
wanted to make an epic film.9
The Italian film industryat that time
was booming. Beginning in the mid-
1930s, Mussolini had placed a high pri-
ority on the film industry, employing
the usual techniques to stimulate indus-
trial growth: low-cost government
loans, protection frQm foreign competi-
tion, establishment of government-
financed training institutes, and crea-
tion of government-run production en-
terprises, central planning and co-
ordination of industrial activities. In
1935, Mussolini established the Centro
Sperimentale di Cinematografia to teach
film-making; in 1937 he established
Cinecittd (literally "Cinema City") as
Europe's largest film making complex.
(Both these institutions remain in opera-
tion today.)
The tactics paid off: by 1939, the
Fascist state was in control of the film
industry, and the state efforts had in-
creased the quantity (if not the quality)
of Italian film production. Ideological
control of the films was maintained by
the Ministry of Popular Culture.
But this is not to say that Fascist
Italy maintained the degree of control
that existed in Nazi Germany or Soviet
Russia. The control exercised by the
Ministry was substantial, but not total.
Italians have a long tradition ofsuccess-
fully evading government regulation,
and within limits, creative Italian film
makers could find ways to make films
the way they wanted.
When word of Alessandrini's pro-
posed film of Noi Vivi reached the
Ministry of Popular Culture, a serious
§ The production of Luciano Serra-Pilota was super-
vised by Vittorio Mussolini, the Duce's son who also
played a role in Noi Vivi. One of the scriptwriters was
Roberto Rossellini, wholatergained considerable
fame as a director, and whose brotherRenzo did the
music for Noi Vivi.Volume 2, Number2
problem arose: the Ministry forbade its
production. At this point, the film's le-
gal counsel Massimo Ferrara interced-
ed. In a statement early in 1988, Ferrara
explained:
When the documentation of the pro-
duction project was presented to the
offices of the Ministry of Culture, I
faced an unexpected refusal of the
requested authorization for shoot-
ing. The Minister, Corrado Pavolini,
pointed out to me that I hadmade a
wrong choice of the two well-
known writers-two old-fashioned
intellectuals outside of the Fascist
ideology. I had to ask for the help of
Vittorio, the son of Benito
Mussolini, who was also a film pro-
ducer and a friend ofmine. He con-
vinced Minister Pavolini to
authorize this film production.IO
(This at least is Ferrara's version*: it
may be that Mussolini was involved
more deeply in the project. At any rate,
we know that he supervised production
of Alessandrini's Luciano Serra-Pilota.
And, as we shall see below, Fosco
Giachetti, the lead actor in Noi Vivi, re-
members a different role for Mussolini.)
Ayn Rand knew nothing ofthe film.
Her permission had been neither re-
quired nor sought. Associate Director
Anton Majano explained, "We were
able to do it only because we stole the
rights ... because ofthe war. Otherwise
it would have been impossible. Ayn
Rand would have never sold the rights
to us."
Alessandrini hired Fosco Giachetti
to star in the film.ll He played Andrei,
the Communist revolutionary and
member of the G.P.U. (secret police)
who, because of his uncompromising
idealism, personified the best the revo-
lution had to offer.
The casting of Giachetti as Andrei
was parallel in many ways to the cast-
ing of Clark Gable as Rhett Butler in
... It shouldbenoted thatFerrara's accountof the
film's production and subsequenthistorydiffers
from virtually all the otherparticipantsinseveral
importantways: he claims the production was his
ownidea, thathe cast all thestars, thathehad fore-
seen priortoproduction that the productionwould
result in twofilms rather than one, and that the film
was banned bythe Fascists. All these claims were
disputedby atleast one participant; and, as far as I
could discover, notone was substantiatedbyany
otherparticipant. In addition, twoother claims by
Ferrara-thathe was the virtual producer ofthe
film and that he showed the film to Goebbels have
119-5ubstantiation, although they are not directly
contradicted byany other testimony. The onlyoth-
ermention ofFerrara thatI came across wasfrom
Brazzi, whoidentifies him simplyasMichele
Scalera's lawyer.12 (Scalera washead ofScalera
Studios, which produced the film.)
Gone With The Wind, made in America a
few years earlier. Like Gable, Giachetti
at 38 was a bit old for the part-at the
beginningofthe novel, Andrei was26-
but he was the biggest box-office attrac-
tion in Italy, and he specialized in play-
ing virile, romantic and often
melancholic loners. "From the begin-
ning, he was the only star not in ques-
tion," recalls Associate Director Majano.
"He guaranteed the success of the film.
He was the biggest starin Italy."
To play Kira, Alessandrini chose
Alida Valli, a young and strikingly
beautiful actress, who had already
starred in several films. To play Leo,
the third leg of the triangle,
Alessandrini chose the youthful
Rossano Brazzi, a relative unknown
making onlyhis second film.l3
Corrado Alvaro and Orio Vergani,
two well known novelists, were hired to
prepare the script, Alessandrini and
Majano went off to Africa to shoot an-
other film. Upon their return they had a
major crisis: "We came back and found ~
the script was a mess!" recalls Majano. ~
"They didn't think an engineeringstu- ~
dent would be interesting to the public, ~
so theymade [Kiral a ballerina! And she ~
didn't go to bed with Andrei! We threw ~
[the script] out and started from scratch.
~ But we were due to start the film. We ()q
~ had the shooting schedule set, the actors ~.
all lined up, we had to begin- @
absolutely!" Alvaro and Vergani were ~
credited as screenwriters, even though, ~
according to Majano, "they had noth- '-J
ing to do with the final script... Not a
word they wrote was in there. All their
ideas were taken out."
Alessandrini decided to film on
schedule, and put Majano to work writ-
ing a new script as the fil~ was shot. "1
remember sitting on the set writing dia-
logue for the next day's shooting. My
assistant would come in at seven each
morning to make copies for the cast.
There were no photocopiers."
This lack of a detailed working
script has been exaggerated by some.
Co-star Brazzi, for example, recalled in
a 1986 interview, "We made the picture
without a script-just following the
book. Majano and Alessandrini wrote
the day before, what we were going to
do the day after." A recent article in The
Intellectual Activist picked up on this
piece of hyperbole: "He [Alessandrini]
would work without a script . .. It
turned out that this unorthodox meth-
od, despite the obvious problems it
caused, yielded one overwhelming ben-
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efit. It left little possibility for making
changes and thus forced the film to mir-
ror the novel (which rarely occurs in
adaptations)."14
The notion of working each day
from a script written the previous night
is no doubt romantic. It is also absurd.
Each day's shooting requires sets, cos-
tumes and actors; all must be arranged
in advance. And there are divergences
from the plot of the novel, some show-
ing up quite early in the film, which
could not have been managed unless a
script of some sort was prepared in ad-
vance. Most likely, the story was out-
lined in considerable detail, with some
of the dialogue left for Majano to pre-
pare at the last moment.
Duncan Scott, who edited the
American edition ofthe film, agrees that
Ayn Rand, author of We The Living, 1947.
the notion of working from the novel
with no script has been exaggerated.
"What hasn't been mentioned is that not
all the script was prepared this way, be-
cause it doesn't sound as interesting,"
he said in a recent interview. "But the
fact that any of the script was written
that way is extraordinary. For pages of
dialogue to be written the day before
they are shot is very unusual, even if it
wasn'tdone consistentlythroughout the
production, which as you have figured
out, didn't happen."
As the result ofthe lackofa detailed
script, "there was a certain sloppiness to
the film," Scott added. "It showed signs
ofbeing put together in a big hurry. [In
editing it for American exhibition] we
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went to considerable lengths to smooth
it outand tighten it up."
Even so, as a result of the lack of a
detailed script prepared well in ad-
vance, "it was quite difficult to change
all but a few, small things. Not the con-
ception ofthe story," as Brazzi pointed
out. As Henry Mark Holzer, co-
producer ofthe subtitled version, noted
"They made every scene in the book."
As a result, the finished film follows the
book far more closely than most film
versions ofnovels.IS
Not surprisingly, the film ran long.
'We werewriting the film and shooting
it at the same time. We kept shooting
and shooting and we found ourselves
with over five hours of material that
had been shot," Anton Majano remem-
bers. "1 was called in by the head of
Scalera Films. I told him all the material
was good and could be edited into the
film. Alessandrini suggested that we
make it into two films, which were
titled Noi Vivi and Addio Kira." Noi Vivi
ends at the same point Part I of Rand's
novel ends. There is an intermission at
this point in the American subtitled
version.
At first, the decision to make two
films was kept secret from the actors,
who were being paid for a single pic-
ture and were upset at the long hours
and strenuous shooting schedule. "They
had a contract for one film," Majano re-
called, "so the head of the studio said,
We have to keep it a secret that we're
going to release it as two films, because
if theactors find out they're going to
want to be paid double.'"
But the film took four and a half
months to shoot; according to Brazzi,
the shooting schedule sometimes lasted
from "8:30 in the morning till 11:00 or
11:30 at night." "Somebody in the
cutting room finally tipped off the ac-
tors," Majano recalls. "So they went to
Scale'ra [the studio head] and asked for
more money and he said no. Alida was
so furious she walked out and started
work on another film." "We ran away
from the studio," Brazzi said. "They
couldn't find us." Eventually the studio
settled with their stars, though not, ac-
cording to Majano, for the full
amount.I6
There is some controversy over
whenthe decision to exhibitNoi Vivi as
two separate films was actually made.
Alessandrini, in an interview in 1973,
claims that the decision was not made
until after the Venice Film Festival.I7
Brazzi's 1986 recollection of his and
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Valli's walkout makes no suggestion
that the actors walked out becausethey
were upset by their being conned into
doing two films for the price of one,
thereby seeming to support
Alessandrini's account better than
Majano's.l8 In a 1973 interview, Brazzi
claims that the decision to exhibit it as
two separate films was made midway
through shooting, which is supported
by Giachetti's claim that with the story
not yet half shot and more than two
hours offinished film prepared, the stu-
"Look, I am not doing any
favors for anyone," Giachetti
told Mussolini. "If I don't
find in the film the Andrei of
the novel as we have already
completely established and
signed a contract, I won't
make the film." Thus ended
the first attempt to censor We
The Living.
dio stopped shooting for 15 days, before
it madethe decision at his suggestion to
exhibit Noi Vivi intwo parts.I9 And legal
counsel Massimo Ferrara claims it was
planned as two films from the begin-
ning ofthe project.20
Because of th0 war, location shoot-
ing was out of the question. So the en-
tire film was shot indoors at the Scalera
studios. Sets were built to recreate city
scenes, the deck of a ship, a train sta-
tion, a crowded public marketplace,
even a snow covered street with a
horse-drawn sleigh. "It was quite robus-
to. All the big Russian sets made the
budget expensive," Majano recalls.
Shooting indoors in the Roman sum-
mer, the heat was a problem. "There
was a lot of perspiration because inside
it was 140
0 and you had to show the
people that you were cold ... it was a
terrible job for the make-up men, the
perspiration," Rossano Brazzi recalls
with considerable exaggeration.
Many of the extras used in the film
were Russian exiles, addingto the film's
realism. "We had nearly the entire
White Russian community then living
in Rome. Among them were
Countesses, Counts and Russian nobili-
ty," Anton Majano recalls. "The first
day they arrived on the set, the produc-
tion person was shouting at them,
'Come on, get over here! Stand there!
Get that smile off your face!' and all
that, and they were Countesses and
Princes! I went over to the production
man and said, 'I'll handle these people,'
because I realized who they were."
Later, in a crowded market scene in
which Russians were trading theirvalu-
ables for necessities, the extras en-
hanced the film's authenticity by
providing icons and crosses made of
gold and silver.21
•
The first attempt at substantial censor-
ship of the film occurred before the
camera began to roll. The character
Andrei was entirely too sympathetic,
and the Fascists wanted his role re-
duced. Giachetti tells the story in a 1973
interview:
For Noi Vivi and Addio, Kira I had
signeda contract based on the novel
because this Andrei interestedme to
an exceptional degree. But later I
was sent for to come to Scalera on
Saturday. In addition to Scalera,
Vittorio Mussolini was present,
whom Ididnotknowin any charac-
ter, either as organizer or as partici-
pant with Scalera. I did not know
for what reason, but I was certain
that this errand was important.
IIWe arebeginning to shoot this film
on Thursday," Mussolini the son
said to me. And he asked me as a
personal favor to renounce that
which Andrei is in the novel be-
causefor political reasons they have
to reduce his role.
"Your personality is such, artistical-
ly," hesays to me, 11thateven partic-
ipating in a film in which you are
not the principal actor will lose you
nothing."
And I responded, "Look, I am not
doingfavors for anyone. My artistic
personality I have with me andcon-
sequently if I don't find in the film
the Andrei of the novel as we have
already completely established and
signed a contract, I won't make the
film." And it was Vittorio
Mussolini, mind you, to whom I
responded.
I went home and an hour or more
later thelawyerMonaco telephoned
me. He was then a director of the
cinema. Hesaidto me, "You are still
crazy. This time you have refused
Vittorio Mussolini?" "listen, please
don't worryabout me," I said. "1 do
and say whatever pleases me to do
and say and the consequences will
affect me and not you, so leave me
in peaceand don't bother me." And
that is just how I answeredhim-in
my way-and I slammed down theVolume 2, Number2
telephone.
An hour and a half or more later he
telephoned me and said to me,
'~isten, the Minister expects you at
the Ministry tomorrow at ten. He
needs to talk to you." "All right, I'll
be at the Ministry at 10."
In fact, I was at the Ministry at ten
precisely. The Minister was Pavolini
and he came to greet me cordially.
Very gentlemanly he said,"Giachetti,
Iam going to ask you for afavor." I
interrupted him and said, "My dear
Excellency, Ialready know the favor
that you need to ask of me. In conse-
quence, in order not to place me in
the position of refusing you, I beg
you not to ask it of me." He smiled
(because he was an intelligent per-
son). And then he said, "But why?"
"Because," I responded. "Excel-
lency, Ihave signed a contract. And
Andrei pleases me because he is an
idealist and is not only a commu-
nist, conceivably he is a Christian,
conceivably he respects (and why
not?) even your program of 1919."
"But look," he said, "I am afraid in a
third rate theater, seeing this charac-
ter, the public will applaud, and
that would bother me." I said, "My
excellency, if I play Andrei as he is
written in the novel, my modest ar-
tistic ability will do everything to re-
ceive, not to lose this applause." He
laughed, then he said to me, "All
right, then you're really not agreea-
ble? Then let me think and later I'll
tell you something."
In conclusion, the next day they tel-
ephoned me from Scalera that I
could start to make the film as it
was written in the novel.22
So ended, apparently, the first at-
tempt to change the story significantly
to fit the Fascist view of things.
Giachetti's story is significant in other
ways as well: it illustrates the influence
Giachetti was able to wield as the result
of his star status, and it indicates that
Vittorio Mussolini played a larger role
in the film that might be inferred from
Ferrara's account quoted above.
One obvious, though minor, change
from Rand's story was incorporated
most likely without the slightest contro-
versy. Kira's sister Lydia is portrayed in
the film as a rather normal girl who
loves the piano.23 This contrasts sharply
withthenovel, in which Lydia was por-
trayed as a devoutly religious person
whose religious beliefs were irrelevant
to the crisis they all faced; Rand used
her character as a direct attack on relig-
ion. Needless to say, Rand's anti-
religious view was not palatable to
Italians ofthat era.
Anton Majano remembers what
happened when the order came to take
the unfinished film to the Ministry of
Popular Culture for a screening, "We
rushed to the editing room and spent all
day cutting out the dangerous scenes-
all the anti-Fascist scenes-for that
screening. That night it looked like an
inquisition. Theykeptasking, 'Is that all
there is? Is that it?'" The objectionable
scenes were Andrei's denunciation of
communism at his purge trial and a
scene in which Leo falls into the classic
Catch-22 of "No union card, no job. No
Alida Valli as Kira Argounova, heroine of
Noi Vivi.
job, no union card."24 (Coincidentally,
Rand would also object to one of these
scenes when editing the film 25 years
later, though on vastly different
grounds.)
But the scenes were restored and the
long and arduous shooting schedule
and editing process were completed
only oneday before their opening at the
Venice Film Festival on September 15,
1942. "For five days we had been taking
pills to stay awake and when we finally
got on the train, it was the last thing I
remembered, I was so exhausted,"
Majanorecalls.
At a press screening a few hours be-
fore the premiere at the Festival, a
Fascist journalist noted the offending
scenes and complained to the authori-
ties. Again the two offending scenes
were hastily cut. Noi Vivi won theVolpe
cup at the Venice film festival, and be-
gan a very successful theatrical run in
November, 1942. The offending scenes
had again been restored prior to its
theatrical run.25
<Interviews published in 1973 with
three leading actors and the director of
the film make no mention of such ideo-
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logical cuts or their restoration.26 It
seems a bit absurd to imagine the au-
thorities were fooled byso transparent a
ruse, for which we have no evidence
aside from Majano's interview.)
Noi Vivi was released in November,
1942. Not surprisingly, it left movie-
goers anxious to see Addio, Kira, re-
leased a few weeks later, to learn how
the story ends. "It was an enormous
success, an incredible success," accord-
ing to Majano. "Incredible! It was a big
hit," Brazzi recalls. "People lined up at
the Barbarini [Theatre in Rome] for
three months." Brazzi may exaggerate,
but it is plain that Noi Vivi proved at
least sufficiently popular that its run
continued pastthe release ofAddio, Kira,
which enabled film patrons to see the
entire story in a day by watching Noi
Vivi at one theater, followed by Addio,
Kira at another.27
Just asthe American public lined up
to buyAtlas Shrugged in the 1950s while
many American critics panned it on ide-
ological grounds, so the wartime Italian
public lined up to see the films, while
many Italian critics panned them on
ideological grounds. According to film
historian Gian Piero Brunetta, "The film
obtained a good success with the public
but the critics did not deign to give it
excessive attention. Cinema criticized it
strongly in a significant manner upon
the ground ofits contents. In the maga-
zine Film, an attempt to make it into a
political lecture occurs without any
ironic intention: 'In contrast to other
hysterical interpretations ofthe Russian
Revolution like October by Eisenstein or
The End of Petrograd by Pudovkin, this
film by Alessandrini appears civilized
and Latinized. It misses the tension and
the spasms of the popular convulsion
originated in Asia and of Oriental sad-
ism.' These are thevoices ofthe militant
intellectual Fascists that at the last peri-
0d tried to imitate the style of Nazi
propaganda."28 The criticism ofthe film
for its lack of sadism in its portrayal of
the communists would recur later,
when the film was shown in Germany.*
•
The war continued. The political climate
ItTheremainderofthe review, not quoted by
Brunetta, seems neitherFascistic nor critical ofthe
film: lilt was theatrically presented, morelike the
French Revolution and not the Russian. From
Alessandriniwe get a more modernizedinterpreta-
tion of thesubject and his direction is done in a su-
perb manner. The sameis true ofthe acting,
musical score and art direction. The film never
lacked tension and interestbetween the first and
(cont next page)
Liberty 21secondpart ofthis verylongstory concerning theparallellove affairs ofKira towards the two men.
Alessandrinimade this film an extremelyinterestingexperience. A drama oflove and hate is representedin
the most intimate mannerin the film, without creatinga melodrama. Alida Valli is well photographed as the
heroine ofthis monumentalfilm. Shets emotionallycontrolled, sensual, very cool and highly dramatic. Sheis
perfect for the role ofKira. Fosco Giachetti as Andrei gives a superbinterpretation to this difficult role.
Rossano Brazzi as Leo gives a human touch to his part."33
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in Rome was changing. The film ap-
proved by the Fascists because of its
anti-communist message was seen by
many Italians as a statement of anti-
fascist sentiment, extolling the individu-
al against the state.29 Whether Mussolini
was feeling threatened by growing op-
position or simply wised up to the anti-
authoritarian nature of the film, some-
time in May, according to legal counsel
Massimo Ferrara, Noi Vivi and Addio,
Kira were banned:
Approximately six months after the
successful release of Noi Vivi in
Italy, I was notified at Scalera
Studios of an injunction by the
Secretariat of the National Fascist
Party ordering the seizure of all ma-
terials. He further ordered a repre-
sentative from Scalera to appear
within 48 hours at a hearing before
the Director of the Fascist Party at
their Rome headquarters.
Mr Michele Scalera (who was still
the Chairman of the Board) toldme,
"Massimo, you are not only the
General Manager of the company,
but also the author of this film pro-
duction. You have to answer it."
I appeared at the hearing, where I
heard what I already knew-that
the two pictures were called by the
public, "We the Deceased" and
"Goodbye, Lira." I was accused of
having intentionally made an anti-
totalitarian propagandafilm against
a Fascist Regime that was responsi-
ble for waging a war against the
wishes of the majority of Italians.
I stated that I was not responsible
for Italian public sentiments. I had
imagined Noi Vivi as a beautiful sto-
ryoflove. It was conduded,howev-
er, that I was guilty of anti-fascist
propaganda and not deserving the
honor of being a member of the
Fascist Party. I was also deemed not
worthy of being a university lectur-
er and a member of Scalera Films
management.30
Ferrara was ordered to turn in all
prints and negatives of the film so that
they could be destroyed. Ferrara decid-
ed to save the master negative and sub-
stitute the negative of a different film,
hoping that the authorities wouldn't no-
tice the switch. Franco Magli, the film's
production manager, hid the master
negative in his home}1
This is Ferrara's story, as hetold it in
1986.
In his book Who Is Ayn Rand? (1961),
Nathaniel Branden, Rand's close per-
sonal colleague, told a similar story:
Alida Valli and Rossano Brazzi
played the parts of Kira and Leo,
and it was they who, years later, in
Hollywood related to Ayn Rand the
following story: When the picture
firstappeared in theaters, it was an
instantaneous success. People
flocked to seeitwith an interest and
enthusiasm far in excess of what the
government had expected. Within a
few months, the government or-
dered the picture withdrawn from
circulation and forbade its further
exhibition. Some official finally had
gotten the point.. }2
Fosco Giachetti as Andrei Taganov, the
idealistic communist secret policeman
who falls in love with Kira.
Branden's point in relating this story
is to illustrate how profoundly anti-
totalitarian Rand's novel was, anti-
totalitarian in a way that at first the
Fascists could not understand.
As nearly as I can determine, that is
all the evidence that exists for the prop-
osition that the film was banned by the
Fascist government: the claim of
Massimo Ferrara, Scalera's legal coun-
sel, and Branden's hearsay report that
he heard oftheban from Rand who had
heard of it from Valli and Brazzi.
There is, however, considerable evi-
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dence that the films were not banned.
1. Edward Tannenbaum, in The
Fascist Experience: 1922-1945, claims that
"No Italian made film was ever sup-
pressed entirely but many scenes were
edited by order of this office [The
MinistryofPopularCulture]."34
2. In Cinecitta Anni Trenta, a three-
volume set of interviews with promi-
nent Italian film industryfigures during
the period, including Alessandrini,
Giachetti, Brazzi, and Emilio Cigoli
(who played Syerov in the film), there
was no mention of any ban, although
the interviews were far-reaching and
discussed Noi Vivi in considerable de-
tail. It seems likelyif Noi Vivi had been
banned, the banning would have been
noted, especially considering the fact
that such a ban would have been
unique (or nearly unique) in Fascist
Italy.
3. Nor wasthere mention ofanyban
ofNoi Vivi in any of the approximately
two dozen references on Italian cinema
consulted in preparation ofthis article.
4. In contradiction to Branden's re-
port of Rand's account of what Brazzi
had told her, Brazzi was emphatic that
the films were never banned by the
Fascists in his 1986 interview with
Duncan Scott:
Question: We understand the
Fascists stopped the movie during
its run.
Brazzi: No, no. After the warit was
stopped. They never showed it
again because of Ayn Rand.
Question: It wasn't stopped by the
Fascists?
Brazzi: No.
5. Despite the fact that he left Rome
four months after the film was allegedly
banned, Majano knew nothing of the
ban. In response to Duncan Scott's ques-
tion about the film's banning, Anton
Majano responded, "I don't know that
it was pulled from the theaters. I wasn't
able to follow what was happening be-
cause when the Germans came in to oc-
cupy Rome, Alessandrini and I got out.
I left in September, 1943."
6. Attempts by Peter Herzog, the
distributor of the American subtitled
version, to verify that the film was
banned came to naught. Herzog called
Cinematec, the Italian film archive, and
asked about the ban. They told him that
the films had not been banned. He
asked the son of Renzo Rossellini, who
wrote the film's score, to investigate to
see whether the films had been banned.
Two weeks later the younger Rossellini
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replied that he had found no indication
that the films had beenbanned.35
The preponderanceofevidence pret-
tyclearly shows that the films were nev-
er banned. Had they been banned, it
would have been a highly unusual
event, one which would be related by
the principals in their discussions ofthe
films, or discussed in at least some of
the references to the films in histories of
Italian cinema, or known to the Italian
film archivists, or remembered by some-
one other than Ferrara, whose testimo-
ny is frequently uncredible.
When I summarized the indications
that the film had never been banned
and read the foregoing paragraph to
Erika Holzer, co-producer of the
American subtitled version of the film,
she was at first incredulous, then
commented:
I don't think that with the sources
youhave that you can say [thatitis]
"overwhelmingly unlikely" [that it
was banned]. I think... there's evi-
dence on both sides, and that Ayn
[Rand] was certainly under the im-
pression [thatit was banned] all her
life. That's what your readers are
more interested in anyway and it...
mayor may not be true! But a lot of
people believe it ... There's evi-
dence on both sides and after all
we've heard it doesn't really make
much difference. It certainly created
an awful lot ofanti-fascist sentiment
at the time.
Even so, I remain convinced that the
film was never banned by the Fascists.
As to the origin of the myth that it was
banned, I believe there are three possi-
ble explanations:
(1) It was fabricated by Brazzi and
Valli, who for some reason decided to
tell it to Rand; or
(2) It was fabricated, consciously or
unconsciously, by Rand herself, who
might benefit from the belief that the
novel was so profoundly anti-
totalitarian that it could not be tolerated
in Fascist Italy; or
(3) It was the.result of a misunder-
standing between Rand and Brazzi or
Valli or both, perhaps aggravated by
language difficulties.
I shall leave it to the reader to form
his own conclusions, or to make his
own speculations.
•
Sometime in early1943, Ferrara says, he
tooka print ofthe film to Berlin to show
it to Joseph Goebbels, the Nazi minister
of propaganda, in hope of obtaining
permission to exhibit the film in Nazi
Germany: \
In Berlin, I had the opportunity to
screen the picture at the house of Dr
Goebbels, the German Minister of
Propaganda. Goebbel's reaction was
negative, because he considered the
treatment of the Soviets as "too
mild" compared to the German
style of filmmaking, depicting the
Russians as "outright animals."36
"Andrei was downright sympathet-
ic," Duncan Scott comments, "and the
other communists were not portrayed
as the outright animals as he thought
they should always be portrayed. [It
was] ironic that an Ayn Rand work
should be accused of being soft on
communism."
Ferrara's story is supported, to some
extent, by a brief mention ofthe movie
in Film in the Third Reich, by David S.
Hall. After listing films whose import
into the Third Reich was banned, and
discussing the reasons for the bans, Hall
noted, "Some were excluded on more
general philosophical grounds, such as
the Italian-produced We The Living,
based on the book by the American
novelist Ayn Rand."37
Peter Herzog, distributor ofthe film,
finds the story entirely credible:
It was not shown in Germany be-
cause the whole film was not anti-
communist enough. I lived in
Europe in the time of the Nazi peri-
od, and the anti-communist films I
saw there were much more brutally
done than this. The communists are
notrepresented in this film like ani-
mals, they were represented like
people. The CPU leader suddenly
decided to fall in love with this girl
and to leave the country with her
for love!
Even so, there is reason to doubt
Ferrara's story. Nearly all of Goebbels'
unusuallydetailed diaries from this per-
iod have been published, and there is
no mention of either Noi Vivi or Ferrara
in The Goebbels Diaries: 1942-1943.38
However, it should be noted that
Goebbels diaries from this period are
not complete.
•
Alida Valli and Rossano Brazzi dropped
out of films shortly after finishing Noi
Vivi and Addio, Kira. Valli married Oscar
de Mejo, composer of "All I Want for
Christmas Is MyTwo Front Teeth."39
The Allies invaded Sicily on July 10,
1943. Two weeks later Mussolini re-
signed; a new government formed by
Pietro Badoglio ordered Mussolini ar-
rested. When the Allies invaded the
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Italian mainland on September 3, the
new government declared its uncondi-
tional surrender. A week later, the
German Armytook control of Rome; on
September 12, Mussolini was rescued
by Germ£h paratroopers. On Sep-
tember 23, Mussolini, proclaimed a
"Republican Fascist" governrnent.
Majano and Alessandrini fled the
Germans; they feared reprisals from the
Germans for their participation in anti-
Fascist demonstrations. They returned a
year later in the wake of the Allied
invasion.
After the war, Majano, Alessandrini
and Ferrara renewed their careers inthe
film industry.40 Brazzi enjoyed consider-
able success as a leading man and then
a character actor both in the U.s. and
Europe; The Barefoot Contessa (1954) and
South Pacific (1958) are among his more
memorable films. As recently as 1986,
he appeared in a recurring role in the
television series Dynasty.41 Valli's career
since Noi Vivi has been a stormy one:
Brazzi says her career in America was
ruined by her indulgence in an injudi-
cious love affair which caused her to
break an agreement to appear in Five
Fingers in 1952;42 The Film Encyclopedia
The overwhelming prepon-
derance of evidence indicates
that, contrary to the claims of
Ayn Rand and the producers
of the subtitled version, W e
The Living was never banned
by the Fascists.
reports her career in Italy was set back
in 1954 by "her involvement in a drug,
sex, and murder scandal of the 'dolce
vita' variety."43 Perhaps her most mem-
orable roles to American audiences are
in Alfred Hitchcock's The Paradine Case
(1948) and in The Third Man (1949). Her
most recent role in a U.S. film was in
The Cassandra Crossing (1978). She re-
mains active in films and theater in
Italy. Goffredo Alessandrini directed a
few films after the war, his last in 1952.
He died in Rome in 1978.44 Fosco
Giachetti continued in films, though no
longer as a leading man, until his death
in 1974.45
The production company, Scalera
Films, went bankrupt shortly after the
war ended, according to Duncan Scott,
and its assets were sold off. Since it did
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not own the literaryrights to Noi Vivi or
Addio, Kira, prints from the master nega-
tive that Ferrara had saved could not be
exhibited, so the master negative had no
commercial value. Along with other
vintage films it was sold; before long its
exact whereabouts were lost.46
• Ayn Rand first saw Noi Vivi and Addio,
Kira most likely in 1948 or1949, but cer-
tainly sometime between 1948 when she
met Brazzi and 1951 when she moved to
New York. Rossano Brazzi showed her
a print he had brought with him when
he came to the United States. "She was
very much against Scalera, because he
was able to get the rights to the book
[without her permissionl. But when she
saw the picture, she changed her mind.
And I know that Massimo Ferrara, his
lawyer, started to deal with her. But she
was very upset, because she got an of-
fer, I think, from MGM to re-make the
picture. Then she didn't know what she
wanted to do, make a new version or
not."
Brazzi remembers Rand fondly:
I met her in 1948, when I first got
over to the United States ... She
didn't go anyplace. There was an ac-
tor, Jack Oakie, I think, andhe knew
Ayn Rand-they met through his
wife. Ayn knew that this Rossano
Brazzi was in Noi Vivi, because she
had already started this fight with
Scalera. So she asked [Oakie, to in-
troduce me to her], and one night
we went for dinner over there, in
the [San Fernando] Valley. And she
liked my wife, she liked me. And
she loved Italian spaghetti. At that
time, the food was terrible in
California. One day she called, and
she came over for dinner. And we
became, I would say, very good
friends.
She was a funny woman, very
strong. Difficult woman. She was...
bisexual. She loved women. One
night she drank a little ... [Brazzi
laughed] ... Butshe looked a little
bit like a man, you know, strong.
But [a] wonderful woman. What a
mind!
She liked me and she used to call
me at eight o'clock in the morning.
Just to talk and; you know, for din-
ner: "Are you going to cook spa-
ghetti?" That was the tirne my wife
used to go with Ronald Reagan
downtown to buy spaghetti ...
[Brazzi laughed] ...
Sometime between 1950 and 1955,
Ayn Rand received a settlement of \
$35,000 from the Italiangovernmentfor
the unauthorized use of her literary
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property. Apparently still angry about
the unauthorized use of her story, she
decided to spend her settlement as friv-
olously as she could-buying a mink
coat with partofit, for example.47
.Howeverangry Rand was at the un-
authorized use ofher story, her hostility
did not influence her evaluation of the
film. "Ayn was thrilled with it," Rand's
friend Erika Holzer said. "She told us
that she liked this moviebetterthan The
"I've done 250 pictures as
aleading man," says Rossano
Brazzi, sitting in his office in
Rome in 1986. "I've saved
prints of maybe three or four
for myself. Noi Vivi is one of
those pictures. That was a
good moment for Italy-.for
pictures . . ."
Fountainhead, even though she herself
had written the screenplay for The
Funtainhead. She thought that it is a
much more stylistically creative pic-
ture." Brazzi concurred, according to
Majano: "Brazzi told methat...he took
a copy of the two films to America.
There was a screening with Ayn Rand
present. Even though she was furious,
she said that in Hollywood they would
not havedone an adaptation that was as
good as ours."
She vvas also very much impressed
by Alida Valli's portrayal of Kira: "She
loved Alida in the picture," Brazzi not-
ed."When Ayn Rand saw the picture,
she could not believe the acting job that
Alida Valli did." Erika Holzer agrees:
"Ayn just loved Valli. She played the
part perfectly." Barbara Branden recalls
"She was really thrilled with Valli. She
was wonderful, both in physical ap-
pearance and in her acting." Brazzi
could even see Rand's personality in
Valli: "But, Alida, she was a little bit like
Ayn Rand, you know..." "Alida was
very much in love with her character,"
Majano recalls.
In 1951 Rand moved from California
to New York, never to return. She lost
touch with Brazzi. Rand had obtained a
print of the films, either from Brazzi or
from the Italian producers as a part of
her settlement. But Rand had never been
a very well organized person, and some-
howshehad lost it.48 Overthe next years
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she made several attempts to locate a
printofthe film, butnone panned OUt.49
•
The Fountainhead, published in 1943, had
established Rand as a best-selling novel-
ist and gained her a small, but enthu-
siastic following. Atlas Shrugged,
published in 1957, was even more suc-
cessful; its strongly rationalistic and
pro-free enterprise views had gained
her a large and fanatical following. She
had christened her philosophy
"Objectivism."
In 1959, Rand published a revised
edition of We The Living, which not sur-
pri~inglysold much betterthan the first
edition. In 1960, a paperback edition
was published; more than 400,000 cop-
ies were printed during that year
alone.50
In 1963, two admirers of Rand's nov-
els, Henry Mark Holzer and his wife
Erika Holzer, both attorneys, were in-
troduced to Rand by Henry Hazlitt. In
1966 Rand told the Holzers, now her at-
torneys, about the Italian film version of
the novel. Rand was convinced it was
lost forever. The Holzers decided to
make a concerted effort to find copies of
Noi Vivi and Addio, Kira. They began by
asking official Italian agencies.
Although no one knew where they
could find an actual copy of the films,
nearly all had heard of them and many
remembered seeing the films.
The Holzers approached Brazzi and
Valli, but got nowhere. They tried the
State Department, which had negotiated
the settlement for the unauthorized use
of the novel. That was a dead end as
well. Inquiries within the movie indus-
try in Hollywood also failed.51 Duncan
Scott and Erika Holzer describe what
happened next:
It became apparent that the onelead
worth pursuing was the labyrinthi-
an aftermath of Scalera's business
affairs. Now the search took the
Holzers through the byzantine.
Italian legal system and into WorId
War Two era corporate records, a
seemingly endless series of brokers,
"finders," "expediters," and just
plain con men.
The search ended with two Romans
who represented a foreign business
entity which owned dozens ofvint-
age Italian films. Among them was
Noi Vivi and Addio, Kira. In the
summer of 1968, the Holzers flew to
Rome, hired an interpreter, and
started negotiating for a film which
they hadnot yethad an opportunity
to see.52Volume 2, Number2 November 1988
According to Henry Mark Holzer,
Rand's postwar settlement with the
Italian government was onlyfor damag-
es for using her literary property; it did
not include any permission to further
use the propertybyfurther exhibition of
the film.58 Rand's biographerand friend
Barbara Brandentakes the same view.59
Erika Holzer is absolutelyconvinced
that the videotape and any post-1945 re-
lease ofNoi Vivi in Italy are illegal:
It doesn't matter how many prints
are out there. They're bootleg in the
sense that no matter how they were
acquired . . . nobody has the legal
right unless [they acquired the liter-
ary rights from Ayn
Rand] . . . And be-
lieve me, she gave
nobody those rights.
Hank [Holzer] was
her lawyer for a
number of years and
he knew everything





in The Objectivist, his
heart raced. He had
seen Ayn Rand as a
guest on the Tonight
Show on August 11, 1967, and was fas-
cinated by what she said. The next day,
he had purchased a copyofThe Virtue of
Selfishness, a collection of Rand's essays
on ethics. He read it and was impressed.
Within the year, he had read all Rand's
books, enrolled in courses on her think-
ing at the Nathaniel Branden Institute,
an interesting issue. The 1952 re-release
and the videotapeversion would be ille-
gal unless Rand had sold or otherwise
assigned literary rights to the story.
UWe didn't know if these
guys were full of baloney or
not," Erika Holzer remembers.
uWe walked into the place,
and they put this thing up on
the screen. It was the student
election scene, with Kira and
Andrei. I just burst into
tears." After their long search
the Holzers had found W e
The Living!
lished in The Objectivist (dated May
1968, but published in September) there
appeared a small announcement:
The film version of Ayn Rand's nov-
el We The Living, starring Alida Valii
and Rossano Brazzi, produced
(without authorization) in Italy in
1942, has been found and purchased
by Henry Mark Holzer on behalf of
a company soon to be formed. An
English-dialogue version of the mo-
vie, to be edited under the supervi-
sion of Miss Rand, will be released
by Mr Holzer late next year.55
• The Holzers had obtained the original
negative of the film. And Rand was
willing to grant them the literary rights,
which would enable them to exhibit it.
Erika Holzer and Duncan Scott
claim in a press release that the copythe
Holzers obtrained was "the only print
known to exist," but in this they are
clearly mistaken. Other copies are read-
ily available in Italy, despite the appar-
ent difficulty the Holzers had
encountered in obtaining a copy.
Brazzi, for one, claims in a 1986 in-
terview to possess a copy, and Fran-
cesco Savio, in his 1973 interview with
Alessandrini claims to have recently
viewed the film.56 When Peter Herzog
asked Cinematec, the Italian film ar-
chive, about the films, he was referred
to an official who could provide a copy
of the films. The public library in
Sienna, according to Herzog, has a vide-
otape copy (published by Logos) of the
film available to library patrons. Peter
They met withthe men who claimed
to have a printofthe film. "There is just
Hank and me and the translator," Erika
Holzer recalls. "We don't know at this
point whetherthese guysare full ofbal-
oney or not, whether what they say is
true, whether what they've got is noth-
ing." So they insisted on seeing a print
of the film before proceeding with
negotiations.
They were driven through the
steamy heat ofthe Roman summer to a
screening room. When they reached
their destination, one of the men
opened the trunk of the car and pro-
duced a reel of film. The Holzers were
shocked: they had bounced though
Rome's chaotic streets with a reel of ni-
trate based film-which is highly flam-
mable, almost explosive-in the trunk
of their car.
In an interview in August 1988,
Erika Holzer describes what happened
next:
We walk into this place, and they
put this thing up on the screen. It
was the climax for us of years ... It
was the student election scene, with
Kira and Andrei... I just burst into
tears and Hank was stupefied, be-
cause the quality of the film was ex-
treme[ly goocl] ... the quality of this
film was just gorgeous. I couldn't
believe it, it was such a dramatic
moment ...here at last was this lost
film! I remember we toasted Ayn
from our baleony of the Parco de
Principe Hotel that night.
The businessmen had both a print
and the negative of both Noi Vivi and




and trailers for the
films. The Holzers
bought them all.* They
had the nitrate negative
copied to safety stock
and the nitrate originals
destroyed, and headed
back to New York.
They were hassled by
customs because the
duplicates still con- "What is your price?," asks fugitive aristocrat Leo Kovalensky (Rossano Brazzi),
tained the notation who mistakes Kira for aprostitute upon first meeting her.
from the original film that they were Herzog's telephone call to Cinematec
made of nitrate stock.53 But no matter. revealed another intriguing bit of infor-
They had found the long lost film of We mation: Noi Vivi, he was told, was re-
The Living! released for general exhibition again in
In the "Objectivist Calendar" pub- 1952.57
,. The Holzer~later came to believe, according to The information Herzog obtained
Duncan Scott, that they had obtained the same mas- has not been corroborated by other
ternegative that Ferrara claims to have saved from sources. If it is true, however, it raises
the Fascists.54
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and subscribed to The Objectivist.60
Scott was a film editor, which heigh-
tened his interest in the film version of
We The Living. "I had never met him
[Holzer] ortalked to him," Scott remem-
bers. "But I [decided to] write him a let-
ter, [telling him] that I'm interested in
Objectivism and Ayn Rand's work, and
that I'd love to work on the movie if he
didn't alreadyhave someone for that po-
sition. So I sent him a letter expecting it
was-highly unlikelythat anything would
come ofit. It was sometime laterthat he
wrote a letter back to me saying that he
was interested in meeting me. We [met
and] talked about my background, and
sure enough I ended up working on the
film with him ..." HenryHolzer recalls,
"He was a very young guy at the lec-
tures and he was just getting into film
editing and whenheheard I had thefilm
he came and [asked whether] he could
be involved in it."
Early in 1969, Scott, the Holzers and
Rand met to view the films. In one mar-
athon session, the four ofthem watched
the films on a movieola (an editing de-
vice).61 "We ran the movie with Ayn
Rand, with myself and Hank and Erika
looking at each scene and making care-
ful notes of any changes or deletions to
be made," Duncan Scott recalls. "After
viewing each ten-minute reel of film
and making notes on the proposed ed-
its, the film was rewound and another
reel loaded."
Rand surprised Scott with her skill
as an editor.III was struck [that there
was] no time lag at all involved in [her]
seeing a scene and knowing exactly
what needed to be done with it. That
surprised me because being a film edi-
tor...is a veryspecialized field [requir-
ing] familiar[ity] with manipulating
time, as you can do in film ... it's not
something that [most people can] pick
up on right away."
The dialogue caused some prob-
lems. The film was adapted from a
translation of a novel that Rand had
since revised. The translation and adap-
tation had been done in Fascist Italy,
whose authoritarian political values
were inimical to Rand's. Not surprising-
ly, changes-some gross and some
subtle-had crept in. Naturally Rand
wanted a film that remained as true to
her novel as possible.62
"There were a few points where she
wanted a whole scene cut because she
was unhappy with certain dialogue,"
Scott recalls. "Several times we had
conversations where I [told] her that we
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can eliminate [certain] dialogue without
eliminating the whole scene. At that
long screening we got the basic agree-
ment of what dialogue, what action or
what sequences she wanted removed or
changed, but we didn't describe the ex-
act way we would eliminate those
things, just the general principle that
those particulars would be changed or
removed."
Rand wanted to dub the film rather
than subtitle it. In the novel, she had
been very specific about the kind ofmu-
sic that Kira liked: "The light tunes of
casinos and beer gardens sung all over
Europebygirls with sparkling eyes and
swaying hips had a significance for Kira
that no one else ever attached to them.
She heard in them a profound joy of
life ..."; "quick fine notes exploded as
if the trembling chords could not hold
them, as if a pair of defiant legs were
kicking crystal goblets." If'Andre, ask
them to play something for me, some-
The Holzers are clearly
mistaken in their claim that
they had obtained the /Ionly
print known to exist"-other
copies exist and are available
in Italy.
thing I like. It's called the Song of Broken
Glass.' He watched her as the music
burst out again, splattering sparks of
sound. It was the gayest music he had
ever heard ..."63 Rand was reflecting
her own taste for what she called "tid-
dlywink" music-American and
German light classics like "Yippy Yi
Yippy Yi Yay" and "It's a Long Way to
Tipperary." So there was no surprise
that she was unhappy with Renzo
Rossellini's dramatic, serious musical
score, with its lush orchestrations and
full complement of strings.
"There was discussion at the time of
several problems with dubbing,"
Duncan Scott remembers. "The most se-
rious problem with the dubbing is that
the separate sound tracks of the music
no longer existed. When movies are
made, you start out with a separate mu-
sic track, a separate sound effects track
and a separate dialogue track. Only
when [the film] is finished do they com-
bine the sound tracks ... When dubbed
movies are made, they [use] the separ-
ate music and sound effect tracks and
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create a new dialogue track which [is]
then dubbed in. There is really no way
to dub a movie_ without the separate.
tracks, [unless you] recreate [all the
sound] that was ... in the movie. The
cost of that alone [was prohibitive; it]
would mean that the whole project
would have to be cancelled."
These considerations convinced
Rand that the film should be subtitled
rather than dubbed, although Scott had
another reason to subtitle rather than
dub. He wanted the film to betaken ser-
iously as a work of art. "Dubbed films
are not being released in America any-
more, and they haven't [been] for a
number of years."
The final scene ofthe novel in which
Kira is shot by a border guard and left
to bleed to death in the snow ("Just a
rabbit, most likely," the guard mutters
inthe novel) was cut entirely. "We all
hated it, starting with Ayn on down,"
Erika Holzer remembers. "Theytried to
be true to the book, but it was awk-
wardly done, it was ugly ... [Kira]
looked awful ... stumbling around in
the snow... It seemed abrupt... a real
downer without being a classy downer,
you know?" Duncan Scott concurred:
"The ending was a brief, thirty-second.
scene. You quickly see Kira on a set
with a phony-looking snowbank, and
then she is abruptly shot. It is a false
and senseless ending." So they decided
to conclude the film with the previous
scene, of Kira returning to the garden
where she had first met Leo and re-
membered the day she had met him.
This pleased Erika Holzer immense-
ly. "Quite frankly, J have never liked
that scenein the novel,"-she recalls, "so
I was thrilled when she wanted to cut it.
It's just drawn out agony, and I don't
like it. It's not that one has to have a
happy ending... I just can't read it."
Scott proceeded with the bulk of the
editing shortly after this single session
with Rand. "Atleast 80% ofthe changes
she wanted were done [shortly] after
the screening with her,"Scott says. "The
movie basically got most of its restruc-
turing done 18-19 years ago." But there
remained "a few sequences where it
was... hard for us to makethe changes,
because we didn't have any additional
material to work with."
But Rand did no more work on the
film, perhaps because of the continued
unhappiness that characterized herlater
years. Unable or unwilling to carryon
any major work as a creative writer, dis-
sapointed in her romantic affairs, in-Volume2, Number2 November 1988
more than 2000 subtitles.70
And there remained the vexing
problern of the peculiar speech that
Andrei Taganov gave at his purge trial,
which included denunciations of the
Soviets for selling out to liforeign capi-
talists" and other wholly un-Randian
remarks. At first, the Holzers and Scott
considered eliminating the scene alto-
gether. There was a certain amount of
sense to this: it was one of the few
scenes in the film that was not in the
book. But the scene was important to
the plot; cutting it would present more
problems than it would solve.
Scott proposed a solution: redub-
bing the entire scene. This required
finding actors skilled in redub-
bing and fluent in Italian.
Happily, such actors were readi-
ly available in Italy, where the
dialogue of most feature films is
dubbed by specialists. So in
1986, Scott went to Italy to take
care of the dubbing. (While
there, he interviewed several of
the principals involved in the
original production, including
Anton Majane and Rossano
Brazzi. Alida Valli rebuffed his
approaches.)71
The redubbing was done, ac-
cording to Henry Mark Holzer,
IISO that people in the audience
who speak Italian will not read
one thing and hear something
else." But there are still problems
with audiences bilingual in Italian and
English, thanks to the subtitling of the
remainder of the film to conform better
to Rand's original dialogue. Peter
Herzog explains:
[The subtitling] doesn't correspond
with what they say in the film ...
Some journalists, important journal-
ists in New York, who saw the film
on screening, who speak Italian
were very upset by it, that the
English says one thing and the
Italian says another.
Incidentally, in at least one case
where the subtitles do not reflect the di-
alogue, the dialog:ue follows Rand's
original (1936) version and the subtitles
follow her revised (1959) edition.
Andrei says to Kira, III know what
you're going to say. You're going to say
that you admire our ideals, but loathe
our methods." In the original novel,
Kira responds, "I loathe your ideals. I
admire your rnethods."72 In the revised
version ofthe novel, Kira responds sim-
ply, "1 loathe your goals," without any
Mark Holzer was there as a speaker on
the changing legal statusofgold owner-
ship. Although they had been friends
prior to the Holzers' break with Rand,
theyhad not communicated since. Their
conversations were amiable. Not long
after, Peikoff inquired about the status
of the film, and expressed an interest in
seeing the film released. A deal was
completed. Duncan Scott again began
workonthe film.66
Scott's professional status had
grown considerably since the project
had begun. He was an assistant director
with Woody Allen on Zelig and A
Midsummer Night's Sex Comedy, with
Bruce Malmouth on Nighthawks, and on
the television movie Bill, and he had
done considerable television documen-
tary work. (He has since won two
Emmy's for his work as producer of
PBS' highly acclaimed Innovation series.)
He had progressed from film editor to
owner ofa production company.67
Not surprisingly, Duncan Scott's
role on We The Living grew as well. The
Holzers realized that there were many
aspects of the project other than the
editing of the film that needed to be
handled, so the Holzers formed a part-
nership with him to finish the film.68
There was still much tobedone. The
dialogue presented a special problem.
In the course of translating the novel
into Italian and adapting it for the film,
much of the impact of Rand's original
had been lost. Rather than simply trans-
lating the film's dialogue to English,
Duncan Scott and Erika Holzer (by now
a successful novelist69) compared each
line of dialogue with the 1959 edition of
We The Living in preparing the subtitles
for the film. It was a big job, requiring
creasgly distrant from friends and col-
leagues, she may not have had theener-
gy and drive to complete the project.
Her personal relationships during this
unhappy period continued to deterio-
rate. In 1970, she broke off relations
with the Holzers.64 Even so, according
to Scott, IIShe had said to the Holzerson
a number of occasions that she would
[continue] work on this movie at some
future point... It seemed it was going
to be a fairly brief delay when we first
discussed it . . . but what started out
seeming like a few weeks or a few
months turned into a year or two and
then it became apparent that this could
be indefinite."
Although Scott and the
Holzers would have liked to
proceed with the project, they
viewed Rand's cooperation as
essential. "[HenryMarkHolzer]
and I discussed this,ll Scott re-
calls. IIHe certainly wasn't go-
ing to proceed without her
involvement. It would be par-
ticularly ironic-not to say im-
moral-for him to proceed
without her, especially given
the history of the movie ... So
we sat on it."
It occurred to the Holzers
that ifthey dropped out of ac-
tive participation in the pro-
cess, Rand might be willing to
Andrei wonders about Kira's relationship to Leo when the continue work. "1 approached love triangle accidentally meets at a party.
Hank [Holzer and suggested]
this process could be moved alongif as
a disinterested party-in terms of their
falling out-I approached Ayn Rand
directly about proceeding with the pro-
ject ... And with Hank's permission, I
wrote Rand directly, asking herifthere
was any way we could continue the
project, reminding her that she had felt
it was worthwhile at the time, telling
her that we were very near to having
completed all the changes that she was
looking for and so forth. She never an-
swered anyofthe letters."
So the Holzers put the film in stor-
age. And there it stayed.
•
Ayn Rand died on March 6, 1982. With
her death, the literary rights to We The
Living, needed to exhibit the film,
passed to Leonard Peikoff, Rand's intel-
lectual and material heir.65
In April of 1982, the Holzers acci-
dentally met Leonard Peikoff at an in-
vestment advisory conference in
Bermuda. Peikoff was there promoting
his book The Ominous Parallels; Henry
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§ HankandErikaHolzer areinvolvedin the struggle
for human rights behind the Iron Curtain, and have
established contactswith humanrights groups there.
They havemade arrangements to smuggle copies of
thefilm into the Soviet Union, thus completing "a
beautiful full circle," in Erika Holzer's words.
t Angelika is yet to announce theremainderofthe
film's openings. The length ofits run and the breadth
of its distribution will depend on its success in its
first few days. For information, contact: Angelika
Films, 1974Broadway, New York, N.Y., 10023, (212)
769-1400.
agreed to the broad sort of distribution
that the producers wanted. Angelika
has agreed to show We The Living in at
least ten of the nation's twenty largest
markets. Itis scheduled to open in New
York in November.t
The dream of Ayn Rand, Henry
Mark Holzer, Erika Holzer and Duncan
Scott will be fulfilled. After nearly halfa
century, American audiences will have
an opportunityto see We The Living, and
to see it not as a piece ofFascist wartime
propaganda, but in the form that Ayn
Rand wanted, complete with subtitles
reflecting the meaning that Rand
preferred.
At her farewell party the night be-
fore she left for America, a young man
had told her "If they ask you, in
America-tell them that Russia is a
huge cemetery, and that we are all dy-
ing slowly." "I'll tell them," she
promised.§
Note on Sources:
This article would have been impossible
without the cooperation of several individu-
als involved in the production and distribu-
tion of the American subtitledversion of We
The Living, who generously providedme with
uncommon access to their time. Duncan
Scott, Henry Mark Holzer, Erika Holzer and
Peter Herzog all graciously and patiently re-
sponded to my requests for interviews. I am
also grateful to Barbara Branden, Rand's
longtime friend and biographer, who offered
information and advice that proved helpful.
My colleagues at Liberty, Stephen Cox and
William P. Moulton, also helped with re-
search. Stephen Cox, Duncan Scott and Erika
Holzer read various drafts of themanuscript
and made many helpful suggestions, al-
though all expressed reservations over some
of the interpretarions ofevents. Of course, the
finished productis myresponsibility alone.
Much of the information about the film's
history comes from interviewsdone 30 to 45
years after the movie was made; not surpris-
inglysuch accounts vary with the the memo-
ries of the principals.
In order to keep the source notes man-
ageable and to prevent their cluttering the ar-
ticle, I have omitted citing sources of direct
quotes from unpublished interviews and
have refrained from citing sources for facts
that are generally known oreasily available.
At his purge trial, Andrei
Taganov gave a peculiar
speech, denouncing the Soviets
for selling out to "foreign cap-
italists" and other wholly un-
Randian sentiments.
Scott proposed a radical so-
lution: redubbing the entire
scene.
to show the film at other festivals. The
response at the Miami Film Festival in
February, 1987 was even more enthu-
siastic than at Telluride. "At intermis-
sion, the crowd went wild," Erika
Holzer says, "coming up and grabbing
our hands.". The Miami News said,
"They don't make 'em like this any-
more... it's a colossal love story within
a massive philosophical framework."76
The Miami Herald took a few jabs at
Rand, but praised the film as "a grand
old Hollywood weeper. Get out the
handkerchiefs."77
In September 1988, the film was
shown at the Boston Film Festival.
Again the critics liked the film. Boston
critics called it "an absorbing, florid, of-
ten entertaining rediscovery... It plays
like a cross between Dr Zhivago and A
Tale of Two Cities, Italian style. There's
nothing half-hearted about its melodra-
ma." "A meaty, moving epic melodra-
ma in the tissue drenching tradition of
Gone With The Wind ...one of the most
exciting movies to come along in
years."78 Variety opined "it's hard not to
get caught up in the intense romantic
triangle," and described the film as
"grand and lavish entertainment, with
some real commercial possibilities," an
extraordinarycomment about a 46-year
old, black-and-white, subtitled film.79
•
In mid-1987, the producers signed a
contract with Angelika Films, which
•
OnFriday, August 29, 1986, at 10:15 pm
in the Masonic Hall in Telluride,
Colorado, We The Living was shown
publicly for the first time in America.
The Holzers and Scott chose the
Telluride Film Festival for its American
premiere because it "specializes in rare
and special films. There are a lot offesti-
vals around theworld, butmost ofthem
feature commercial films. We The Living
might get overlooked somewhere else."
The setting was appropriate in an-
other way as well. Unbeknownst to the
producers, Telluride is less than ten
miles from Ouray, the location that Ayn
Rand had used as the inspiration for
"Galt's Gulch," the valley where the in-
dividualists who go on strike in Atlas
Shrugged spend a month together each
summer.*
Rand had visited Ourayin the 19408
while planning Atlas Shrugged, and had
fallen in love with the place. "It was an
old mining settlement, circled bymoun-
tains; at thetime, it had just one street of
veryold houses and a tiny motel. It was
cut offfrom everything, verydifficult of
access in the winter. I'll never forget
how beautiful it was. I'd like to go
back." Ouray remains a beautiful place
today, though it now has more than one
motel; unlike most otherColorado min-
ing towns, Ouray has never developed
into a ski resort: the mountains sur-
roundingthetown are too steep.
Scott and the Holzers had another
reason for exhibiting the film at the
Telluride Festival: they hoped to find a
apparent admiration of Communist distributor for thefilm. They were quite
methods.73 Kira's response in the sound- particular about the sort of distribution
track of the film is almost identical, "I, they wanted. "We wanted the same
hate your ideals. I respect your meth-.,k'j,;: treatment, the same distribution and
ods." But the subtitled reads simply, "I '{iii:',:;- promotion efforts as a full-fledged for-
abhor your goals."74 \<"eign film. We did not want the movie to
As a finishing touch, the soundtrack be just slipped into a few revival houses
wascleaned upbyDolbynoise suppres- here and there."
sion and special laboratory processes Critics and viewers liked the film,
were used to reduce the picture con- but a distribution contract was not
trast. The film that the Holzers had forthcoming. So the producers decided
found in Rome in 1968 had been
trimmed from 260 minutes to 170 min-
utes, its plot tightened and Fascistic sen-
timents excised, its sound and picture
quality restored.75
The film, edited in accordance with
Ayn Rand's wishes, was ready for
exhibition.
... Inher authoritative biography ofRand,Barbara
Brandenidentifies Rand's inspiration for the valley
as "Urey," an error that likelyhadits origin in the
transcriptions oftape recorded interviews withRand
that Branden used as a primaryresource for her
biography.
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In details of Rand's life, I have generally
relied on Barbara Branden's The Passion of
Ayn Rand (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday &
Co., 1986) but I also consulted other pub-
lished material. Onlyin cases where the infor-
mation about her life has notbeen previously
publishedhave I cited the specific source.
The unpublished interviews from which
I quote without specific citation are:
Branden, Barbara, interviews with the author,
27 August, 1,4,24,25,26September 1988
Brazzi, Rossano, interviewwith Duncan Scott, 6
May 1986
Herzog, Peter, interviews with the author, 1,7
September 1988
Holzer, Erika, interviews with the author, 25,
27,28 August, and 1,7,9,22,23September 1988
Holzer, Henry Mark, ;nterview with the author,
28 August 1988
Majano, Anton, interview with Duncan Scott, 9
May 1986
Scott, Duncan, interviews with the author, 25,
27,30 August, and 17, 20, 23,26September 1988.
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Branden doubts that Rand everpossessed a copy.Film Review
by Stephen Cox
Eternity in 2 Hours
50 Minutes
L
illian Gish, that immutable star of
the Hollywood firmament, is fond
of quoting William Blake's evocation of
romantic vision:
To see a World in a Grain ofSand
And a Heaven in a Wild Flower
Hold Infinity in the palm ofyour hand
And Eternityin an hour.
This, according to Gish, is what motion
pictures allow their audiences to do.
Certainlythe claim is appropriate to We
The Living, and it is appropriate in sev-
eral ways.
"Eternityin an hour": in its most ob-
vious application, the phrase alludes to
the ability offilm to concentrate events,
to transform expansesofhistory (real or
fictional) into bright crystals of imag-
ery, achieving a greater intensity and
shapeliness with eachcrystallization. Of
course, "an hour" need notbeinterpret-
ed over-literally as "one hour." We the
Living is a long novel; its film adapta-
tion is also long, and it used to be long-
er. In its two-part form-Noi Vivi and
Addio, Kira-it ran 4 hours 20 minutes.
The length ofthe film resulted from th~
fact that its makers harbored a sense of
responsibility to literary sources that is
virtually unheard of in the American
film industry. Here, no one expects the
movie version of a novel to bear the
slightest resemblance to the book. But
the makers of We The Living included in
the film nearly every significant scene
in the novel. Clearly, they intended
their audience to see an entire "world,"
and they showed great skill in con-
structing that world as economically as
they did.
And yet-a story without the epic
machinery of, say, Gone With The Wind,
a story that is concerned above all with
the subtleties of individual feeling, ex-
hausts attention much sooner on the
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screen than it does on the printed page,
especiallyifits imagery is as intense as
cinematic imagery deserves to be, and
as the imagery of this film is. The edi-
tors of the new, English-subtitled ver-
sion of We the Living cut it to 2 hours, 50
minutes. The length seems just about
right, and the cuts were tastefully done.
They were made by people who cared
deeply about the film's artistic quality,
not just about thetime it takesto screen.
Ayn Rand, a person certainly not given
to needless artistic compromises, re-
viewed the film and decided where ma-
jar·cuts should be made; later, co-
producers Duncan Scott and Henryand
Erika Holzer.implemented and refined
these decisions, and made some further
edits. The cuts were decided on aesthet-
ic grounds.
Among the portions cut were the
original ending of the film and the sub-
plot involving Irina, the cousin of the
heroine, Kira. Deeply affecting as are
the corresponding passages in the nov-
el, these parts of the film were judged
aesthetically unequal to the others, and
they were omitted. On this subject, I
hesitate to become too specific, because
I believe that readers should have the
pleasure of seeing and judging the plot
development for themselves. I can say,
however,that the edits are very smooth-
ly handled; that nothing is felt to be
missing as the movie proceeds, and that
nothing in the current conclusion is felt
as a distortion or an anticlimax. The
English subtitles (by Duncan Scott and
Erika Holzer) are also smoothly
handled; they are of excellent literary
quality, and they point the moral of
Rand's individualistic philosophy clear-
ly, succinctly, and persuasively.
So Rand's long story has been suc-
cessfully recrystallized. But an impres-
sion of "Infinity" and "Eternity" cannot
result merely from concentration of ef-
fects, elimination of the non-essential. It
can only be achieved when the words
and images that are actually usedac-
quire a heightened powerofsuggestion.
The story of We the Living concerns one
woman's resistance to tyranny, but
Rand of course intended it to suggest a
meaning of wider scope and more in-
tense significance. She intended it to il-
lustrate what happens when two
universes coHide: the universe of the
private self-Kira's universe-which is
the world of necessarily private emo-
tional fulfillment and spiritual progress;
and the universe of collective purposes
and programs-the Soviet universe-
which derives its sanction from "histori-
cal law" or "class interest" or some oth-
er source remote from individual
thought and feeling, and which is there-
fore antagonistic to authentic human
life. By maintaining her integrity of self,
Kira wins a victory-a private victory,
in the best sense-over a malevolently
public universe.
The conflict of the two universes
emerges as clearly and strongly in the
film as it does in the novel. Indeed, the
film focuses even more intentlythan the
novel on the primacy of the private self.
The novel contains analyses of histori-
cal episodes and trends, descriptions of
public events, and brilliant evocations of
the life and character of the city of
Petrograd in which Kira's story is set
(the long description of Petrograd at the
beginning of the novel's Part Two is in
fact one of Rand's finest pieces of writ-
ing). The film cannot and does not at-
ternpt to duplicate these effects. Of
course, Italians could not film on loca-
tion in Leningrad during 1942, and even
the film's large budget did not allow for
the construction of Cleopatra-like
exteriors. But Director Goffredo Ales-
sandrini turned necessity into a virtue.
He didn't just endure small sets and lim-
ited, interior views, nor did he try to
make contracted interiors look like vast
exteriors. Instead heemphasized intimacy
and interiority, using them to suggest
that what is most important is the pri-
vate self and its immediate
surroundings.
Alessandrini put his camera unusu-
ally close to its principal human sub-
jects, and he rigorously contracted the
space around them, even theoretically
"open," "exterior" space. A good exam-
ple of this method appears in the scene
in which Kira and Leo first encounterVolume2, Number2 November1988
Kira and Andrei argue political philosophyin the black market.
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down the hallway to a collectivized
bathroom, the entrance to which is
blocked by six grotesque figures, wait-
ing, waiting, waiting in line. A pettyob-
struction-but a hell can be created




quence in which Kira
tries to get an official
to approve the dying
Leo's admission to a
state tuberculosis
sanitarium; in scene
after scene, she fails
to keep the attention
of the Italian-fascist-
style official at the
head ofan apparent-
ly infinite line of pe-
titioners, all in quest of a
petty though precious bu-
reaucratic nod.
There is the claustrophobia of
queues and there is the claustrophobia
of mobs. To make a mob, Alessandrini
does not need to increase his cast; he
needs only to decrease the space in
which he puts it. The novel includes a
student election scene, and Alessandrini
stages it in a lecture room that is too
small to accommodate the relatively few
actors present. People stand in the or-
chestra and sit in the aisles; a leather-
clad crowd fills the stage and stares
back at the crowd in the seats; the walls
are blocked by standing spectators and
bygiant pictures ofMarx and Lenin; the
semicircular hall seemsbending in upon
itself, ready to crush or digest its occu-
pants. Then the bombastic Red leader,
Comrade Sonia-one of Rand's finest
satiric characters, brilliantly played by
Cesarina Gheraldi-gets up to deliver a
harangue, and she fills the screen, com-
pleting the sense of malevolent
intimacy.
Alessandrini's favorite methods of
implying enclosure and obstruction in-
volve manipulations of the camera's po-
sition. When Kira walks on the street or
in the market, the camera is pointed at
her, but other people are allowed to
cross between her and it, momentarily
blockingthe audience's view and indue-
ing a subliminal sense of Kira's enclo-
sure by social phenomena. Perhaps the
most brilliantly directed scene of enclo-
sure is that in which Kira is being ques-
tioned by Pavel Syerov, a Bolshevik
official. Both Kira and Pavel (insightful-

























Alida Valli's face. On the other hand,
the method demonstrates the terrors of
an "intimacy" produced by pettiness,
narrowness, and obstruction, an intima-
cy that turns any suggestion of "eterni-
ty" and "infinity" into a suggestion of
hell.
We The Living has a hundred ways of
making such suggestions. Early in the
movie, we see Kira waking up in a fairly
spacious bedroom, then proceeding
Alessandrini's method reinforces
Rand's assumption that the self is the
primary reality. When his camera
moves in for a close-up, nothing seems
more important than the passions that
shift like clouds and sunlight across
each other. Their meeting takes place on
a busy sidewalk in the open air. But as
the camera follows Kira through the
scene, the unnaturally small set creates
a strange, almost surreal volume that re-
duces all the other people to mere parts




and just as sudden-
ly and senselessly
disappearing. Leo
looms up in this
way, too; but when
the camera rests on
him, incorporating
him firmly in the
space next to Kira,
one knows that she,
too, can rest from
wandering.
An even better exampleof
Alessandrini's approach is the scene in
which Leo and Kira try to escape from
Russia. They are in the cabin of a ship
that they believe will smuggle them
across the border, looking out through a
porthole, thinking about the free life to-
ward which they are journeying togeth-
er. The dark steel cabin resembles a
prison, but light streams through the
window illuminating the lovers' faces
and luringthe viewer into thinking that
he is about to be allowed to follow their
glance and see the bright outside world
that they can see. This vision, however,
is only for the eyes of love; it is too pri-
vate to be shared. The position of the
camera suddenly changes, and we are
looking back through the window at
Leo and Kira, who are perfectly framed
within its radiance, perfectly at one in
their private world. Alessandrini's ar-
rangement of this scene suggests two
meanings simultaneously. The first sug-
gestion is that the lovers are literally en-
closed by circumstances, that we will
never see them escape into the bright
world beyond the Soviet system. The
second suggestion, however, is that the
beautyand intimacy oftheir love are al-
ready victorious over circumstances
that confine it in a merely physical
sense.
There are double implications, then,
of We The Living's emphasis on intima-
cy; and these double implications pro-
duce powerful, though ordinarily
subliminal, tensions. Much of We The
Living's ,sense ofdrama results from the
conflict betweeI). negative and positive
forms of intimacy. On the one hand,Volume 2, Number2
thing to hide. She is concealingvaluable
information; he is concealing his worth-
less character. The ethical contrast be-
tween these characters could not be
clearer, but their battlegives them a mo-
mentary psychological similarity: each
of them has, just now, an intense inter-
est in obstructing the other's plans.
They are locked in apparently perma-
nent conflict: Pavel will not give up on
his questions, and Kira will not give up
on her resistance. Alessandrini captures
the situation by photographing the two
participants in the same way, aiming his
camera at each person from behind the
other's shoulder, alternating from one
obstructed view to another as the ques-
tions and responses go back and forth.
The suggestion is that this hellishly en-
closed scene could go on forever; and
just when one grasps the implication, a
door opens in the background and
Andrei-Kira's friend, Pavel's superi-
or-breaks in.
Andrei's view is not impeded: he
sees at once what is happening, and he
destroys the static symmetry in which
Kira is confined. He releases her, tells
her to go home. Then he thrusts himself
forward until he occupies all the space
in Pavel's view, and, with a revelation
of his sheer force of personality, he
breaks Pavel's will. Now everything is
being revealed: Andrei's power, his
sense of moral responsibility, the base
nature of his opponent, the feeling that
Andrei and Kira have for each other.
The camera position says it all: for a mo-
ment after Andrei enters the room, he
and Kira look at each other, and nothing
obstructs our view of them, as they
share the camera's eye. There is no
doubt that Andrei and Kira, like Leo
and Kira, belong together.
Of course, one of the primary ten-
sions in the plot is the conflict between
Leo and Andrei for' the love of Kira.
That is the romantic tension. The meta-
physical tension, however, arises from
the question of whether the self can be
effectively obstructed, enclosed, impris-
oned by such forces as Marxist (or fas-
cist) societies can bring to bear. (The
"communist" officials, especially the
GPU I~~capo," who crack down on the
dissident Andrei, are unmistakable fas-
cisti and' wonderfully characteristic of
the species.) The film insists on the im-
portance of this issue by its continual
contrasts between the intimacy of pri-
vate selves and the '~lfltimacy"of social
enclosures. But it also'decides the issue
by breaking the tension at crucial points
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and revealing the formidable power of
the private self.
The first half of the film begins, as
Part One of Rand's novel begins, with
Kira's journeyto Petrograd in a squalid-
lyovercrowded train. It ends, as Rand's
Part One ends, with Kira grieving as
Leo leaves Petrograd by train, bound
for the sanitarium to which she has
managed to have him admitted, at enor-
mous sacrifice to herself. The second
train scene is naturally suggestive of
sickness and deprivation; it enforces the
sense that Kira's life is enclosed by ma-
levolent forces. We discover, though,
Rand told her friends-
and told them repeatedly-
that she liked We The
Living "much better than
The Fountainhead,"afilm
that she had written and
whose production she had
helped to supervise.
that Kira can never be spiritually en-
closed or destroyed. Leo's sickness, it is
true, proves worse than physical; it is a
sickness ofthe soul, and it ends with his
soul's death., But there is something
more intimate to Kira than her intimate
relationships with other people: her
most intimate relationship is with her
self, and hers is a self that survives all
adversity. At the end of the story's sec-
ond half, Kira gets free from Leo. She is
the one who takes a definitive leave of
sickness and squalor.
Plot and direction alone are not
enough to reveal the self's intransigent
vitality. Superlative acting is required,
the kind ofacting that makes characters
who are supposed to possess enormous-
ly rich interior lives actually look as if
they possessed those lives. As a director
of acting, Alessandrini believed that he
had done his part when he had given
some basic advice and then stepped
back: "Ifthere's a method ofdirection in
which I believe, it's this: leave the actor
free." He identified Alida Valli as utter-
lyand completelyKira Argounova, say-
ing to her, "I'm not going to tell you
anything about how to interpret the
part, because you are Kira."l His confi-
dence in Valli, and in his other actors,
was entirely justified. We The Living is
much more fortunate in its cast than any
of the other movies made from Rand's
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novels or screenplays;2 its principal ac-
tors are all perfect for their parts.
Valli is an actress of exceptionally
varied abilities, capable of portraying,
inquick succession, an enormous range
of emotions, capable also of the more
difficult task of portraying very differ-
ent emotions simultaneously. This is an
ability absolutely necessary for the rep-
resentation ofKira, who is torn between
passion and horror in her relationship
with Leo and between respect and aver-
sion in her relationship with Andrei.
Also, Rand wished Kira's character to
demonstrate that certain characteristics
commonly regarded as naturally at
odds mayin fact be harmonious,that an
intense belief in self maybe compatible
with a worshipful attachment to anoth-
er person. Valli succeeds better at dra-
matizing this idea than Rand does.
Rand sometimes projects the romantic
dream vividly and believably, but she
sometimes merely asserts it in romantic
formulas. Valli embodies it. There is
never any question that Valli's Kira has
surrendered passionatelyto Leo and yet
is fully master of herself.
And there is never anyquestion that
Valli is one of the most beautiful wom-
en in the world. She has a beautythat is
so distant from any stereotyped form of
attractiveness that one is convinced it is
the beauty of a unique soul. Rossano
Brazzi and Fosco Giachetti are almost
equally striking. Brazzi is the flawless
youth, and Giachetti is the weathered
man of experience; each is precisely his
type, but each is much more, because
each is unique in appearance and in his
way of developing character. These ac-
tors, too, have tremendous range and
mobility of expression.
One of the most remarkable scenes
in anyfilm is the "arrest" episode in the
second part of We The Living. Here all
the conflicts of the three major charac-
ters reveal themselves simultaneously
or in quick succession. In Kira we see
defiance, contempt, vengefulness, sar-
castic spite, desperate love for Leo, des-
perate hatred for Andrei, and a sudden
acknowledgement of a love for him that
she could have wished were hatred.
Andrei displays at first grim determina-
tion; then sickening shock, as he discov-
ers the truth about Kira's relationship
with Leo; then an embarrassmentbefore
Kira, to whom he cannot express his
feelings, a moment of rage as she up-
braids him, a summoning of his deepest
ideals, and a cleansing flow of tender-
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bles to contemplate himself respectfully in a
mirror, there is a savoring ofhis rivalry with
Andrei, a faint revival of his love for Kira, a
narcissistic pleasure in overcoming it, a cyn-
ical self-satisfaction in his supposed under-
standing of the world's malevolence, an
awareness ofthe danger that lies in indulg-
ing a sense of values, a real courage in fac-
ing adversity.
The richness of this scene creates the
sense of an "infinity" and "eternity" of aes-
thetic effects. The only problem with the ep-
isode (as with many others in the film) is
that it goes by too quickly for one to study
and appreciate its subtleties to one's full sat-
isfaction. (The solution to the problem is,
clearly, to see the film more than once; one
hopes that it will have an extended run
wherever it appears.) Even in passages in
which emotions are not so highly wrought
or so complexly realized as they are in this
one, there is always fine acting to enjoy. The
principals, ably supported by secondary
players, continually suggest the central par-
adox of all worthy performances: the actors
become their characters, and participate fully
in their wildest passions, but in so doing
they demonstrate their own profound and
absolute command of self. Just as the direc-
tion of We The Living expresses a Randian
beliefin the self's primacy, so the acting vin-
dicates a Randian optimism about the self's
strength and competence.
Rand told herfriends-and told them re-
peatedly3-that she liked We The Living
"much better than The Fountainhead," a film
that she had written and whose production
she had helped to supervise. She thought We
The Living the greater artistic success. She
was right. It is a much more successful
translation of Randian concepts from novel
to film than is The Fountainhead. It is easyto
see why the movie's appearance in fascist
Italy would give pause to the government
and inspiration to oppressed individuals.
Noi Vivi retains its capacity to move and in-
spire. Don't miss a chance to see it. And
when you do, give some thought, not just to
Rand, Alessandrini, and Valli, but also to
the producers of the English version of the
film. Their long labor oflove has restored an
important workofindividualist art. 0
Notes
1. Alessandrini, interview of 6, 12, and 16
November, 1973, in Francesco Savio, Cinecitta
Anni Trenta, ed. Tullio Kezich (Rome: Bulzoni,
1979), I, 50-51.
2. For discussion of these other films, see
Stephen Cox, 'lilt Couldn't Be Made Into a Really
Good Movie,'" Liberty, 1, no. 1 (August, 1987), S-
ID.
3. Interview with Erika Holzer, 3 September,
1988.Proposal
Taking Over the Roads
by John Semmens
The provocative slogan "Sell The Streets!" is usually considered one of the more
extreme-andimpractical-examples of the libertarian program. But transpor-
tation analystJohn Semmens says the sloganeersare right: itis the state-run
road system that is impractical...
profit motive. Nevertheless, we find
ourselves nearing the twenty-first cen-
tury with one ofour most crucial assets
managed by primitive and ineffectual
public sector methods.
Just how primitive and ineffectual
public sector ownership and manage-
ment of the roads is can be seen from
the accompanying graphs. If one were
to convert the financial statistics report-
ed by the stateand local highwayagen-
cies to the Federal Highway
Administration into a business-like in-
come statement format, the perfor-
mance of public sector asset
management would be more clearly il-
lustrated. Over the last 20 years, the
public road system has seen its finan-
cial fortunes plunge from marginally
"profitable" to substantially "unprofita-
ble." Assured fuel availability follow-
ing the termination of some ofthe ill-
conceived energy policies of the 1970s
and the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act's 125% hike ofthe feder-
al gasoline tax in1982 sparked a partial
recovery in the 1980-84 period (see Net
"Profit" or "Loss" for U.5. Roads _
graph). But results seem to have re-
sumed their prior dismal course since
then.
The reason for such huge losses is
that public sector highway agencies
make no allowances for depreciation or
forecast revenues in public agency re-
ports. Voters and taxpayers cannot be
blamed for being skeptical of these
ceaseless pleas for increased funding.
The public debateon highwayfund-
ing, then, is hopelessly confused. On
the one hand, there is plenty of talk
about how highwa:Ts constitute "invest-
ments" in infrastructure that generate
"returns" amounting to handsome
"dividends" for the economy. On the
other hand, the bureaucracy's case for
funding usually takes the form of beg-
ging for charity.
The source of this confusion over
whether funds for highways are invest-
ments or welfare payments is the fact
that highways are publicly owned. The
physical attributes and the functional
uses of highways support the view that
they are investments. The demand for
the service provided by roads is strong.
Under astute management, highways
could generate returns and dividends.
Sadly, though, roads are managed un-
der a socialistic monopoly system that
disdains the profit motive necessary to
make investments payoff.
One might have thought that some
200 years after Adam Smith pointed out
the vitality of self-interested actions, the
record ofsuccess offree enterprise's pri-
vate sector would have provided suffi-
cient evidence for relying upon the
Consider one of the nation's largest enterprises. It is a money-losingopera-
tion with under-performing capital assets and dinosaur-like management-in other words, an
enterprise ripe for a hostile takeover. But that won't happen, at least in the foreseeable future. The enterprise is the
nation's highwaysystem.
The only "politically viable" solu-
tion ever offered to the problem of un-
der-performance ofhighway systems is
to spend more taxpayers' money. Just
exactly how this will resolve the prob-
lem remains a mystery. The resources
available to meet a multiplicity of com-
peting needs and wants are limited, and
politicians apparently can't tell the dif-
ference between good and bad uses of
funds. The last federal highway fund-
ing bill to pass was loaded with items
that even the Federal Highway
Administration admitted were waste-
ful. Is this the way it has to be? Must
we condone waste as the inevitable cost
of obtaining funds for critically needed
road repairs and construction?
Whether or not society or the econo-
my can "afford" the waste of scarce re-
sources, the reality is that the existing
public highway system does produce
waste. Though highway bureaucrats
continually demand more money to
deal with the infrastucture crisis, the
magnitude of the financial difficulties is
not readily apparent in the traditional
highway agency reports and
publications.
Sure, these publications have been
portraying dire needs for as long as
anyone can remember. But it is the na-
ture of public sector agencies to cry
poverty at every opportunity.
Assessments of "needs" always exceed
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comes. Still, a general idea of a
privatised system is both possible and
necessary.
In arranging for private roads there
are two questions to be answered. First
is the issue of what a privatized system
might look like. Who would operate
the roads? How would they get paid
for their services? Some speculations on
How Privatization Might Work
As bad as public sector provision of
roads is, the fact remains that there are
roads. People don't have to conceive of
how public roads might work. They can
look out the door and see them. This
concrete reality can serve as a formida-
ble barrier to change. As advocates of a
much needed change, our prospects for
success will be enhanced if we can gen-
erate some conception of how private
roads might be arranged. This concep-
tion need not, indeed cannot, encom-
pass much detail. After all, the
fundamental advantage of turning
roads over to the private sector is that
the creative energies ofentrepreneursin
a competitive marketplace can supplant
the sterile rituals of government plan-
ners. We prescribe freedom" not out-
government. Superficial analysis might
appear to confirm this assertion. Roads
give the appearance of being wide-
open to anyone with a vehicle. At the
same time, though, the public sector
does collect "user" taxes and does at-
tempt to exclude non-payers from using
the roads. To saythat the attempt to ex-
clude non-payers is not 100% successful
does not make roads "public goods."
Not every shoplifter is caught either,












_~ ~4..._: ••-••= ••..- ••-••- •••-••- ••-"\-\*--------------i
............





agencies has soared. As a percentage of
construction outlays, administrative
costs have risen from under 7% during
the 1950s to over 17% today. That is,
while construction budgets were rising
by a robust 400%, the cost of adminis-
tering our public highways rose by an
incredible 1200%.
A private firm with the sort of
record compiled byour public highway
agencies would be easy prey for
NET ....PROFIT OR "LOSS" FOR U.S. ROADS a corporate raider. There are ex-
($ in Billions) tensive under-performing as-
sets. Public sector management
is bloated and overstaffed be-
yond any semblance of reason.
Regrettably, though, the pros-
pect that the market for man-
agement control could come to
the rescue of the long-suffering
taxpayer seems remote.
Highways may nominally be-
long to the people, but they
have no effective means of in-
fluencing the control of the as-
sets. The ability to vote for the
legislators who ultimately su-
pervise the management of the
assets is a piffling option com-
pared to the private sector
stockholder's right to sell his shares.
Preventing the nation's highways
from succumbing to irreversible decay
will require one of two things. We
could, at great sacrifice of re-
sources, heap so much money ADMINISTRATIVE COST TREND
onto the public sector highway (As a Percentage 01 Construction Outlays)
bureaucracy that, even with mas-
sive waste and mismanagement, 20
most of the necessary work
would be accomplished. Or, we
could privatize the highway
system.
Defenders of the status quo
have alreadyraised all manner of 10
plausible-sounding objections to
the idea of privatization. They
scoff at the notion that any pri-
vate enterprise would want to
take on the thankless task of op-
erating loss-making public road-
ways. However, the mere fact
that one group of managers can't
make profits out ofa given set of
assets is no proof that another group
won't succeed. Buyers for the assets of
bankrupt businesses can usually be
found.
Critics of privatization often assert
that highways are "public goods." That
is, they are services that cannot be with-
held from non-paying users, and there-
fore must be provided at a loss by the
years near the end oftheir designed life
there are no financial reserves available
to handle the situation. Further, there is
little comprehension ofthe necessity for
retiring obsolete assets. Public sector
planning is based on the premise that
virtually every road ever built must be
preserved and maintained in perpetui-
ty. Thus, between these two factors, as
ro~s~Mo~mb&ome~w~~a
funding crisis inevitably ensues.
No intelligent businessman would
run his company in the manner at-
tempted by the public sector highway
officials. Yet, ignoring the predictable
and routine costs of repair and replace-
ment is the standard operating proce-
dure in the public sector. Few
legislators or administrators give any
sign that they are aware of this prob-
lem, much less prepared to deal with it.
Ofcourse, the more cynical and sinister
interpretation of this government be-
havior is that the neglect of sound asset
management is intentional. The recur-
ring crises can serve as means of stam-
peding the general population into
accepting tax increases as their only
salvation.
At the same time time that the need
to deal with the ultimate replacement
costs of facilities has been disregarded,
bureaucratic overhead in the highway
obsolescence intheir management of, or
accounting for, funds used in construct-
ing and operating the road systems.
Strange as it may seem to anyone famil-
iar with the operation of a business en-
terprise, government makes no formal
financial provision for the replacement
or repair of constructed facilities at the
end of their designed life.
Consequently, as roads built in past
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private sector firm for road mainte-
nance and repair. The ongoing mainte-
nance expenses and capital
improvements of condominiums and
shopping centers are currently handled
in this fashion.
Between traditional toll roads and
local streets, the private sector could ac-
commodate roads comprising over 70%
ofthe mileage and one-third ofthe traf-
fic. The remaining two-thirds of high-
way travel would require more
innovative methods of privatization in
order to work. One of the
possible innovations that
could revolutionize the way
we pay for roads is elec-
tronic road pricing. The
transponder system that
permits air traffic control to
operate is far more sophisti-
cated than what would be
necessary for electronic
road pricing. At a capital cost of under
$50 per vehicle (some have estimated
the cost at under$10), each car, bus, and
truck could be equipped with trans-
ponder devices capable of recording
and billing for road use.
An experiment employingelectronic
road pricing technology was successful-
ly conducted in Hong Kong from 1983
to 1985. Although this test was a
triumph in both a technical and eco-
nomic sense, it was a political failure.
The government authorities did little to
allay fears that the electronically as-
sessed user fees would simply serve as
"revenue enhancers" on top of already
high vehicle registration taxes. In fact,
the government's willingness to test the
new technology may have been at least
partially motivated by its revenue en-
hancement potential. An additional con-
cern was that the electronic monitoring
system could beused to invade individ-
ual privacy.
Rather than demonstrating that elec-
tronic road pricing is impractical, the
Hong Kong experience helps to illus-
trate whyprivatization would bean im-
provement. Private firms in a
competitive environment cannot blithe-
ly impose revenue enhancers on their
customers without running the risk of
losing them to business rivals.
Privatized roads would be exposed to
the full rigors ofthe marketplace. Prices
for road use would tend to be driven
down to the level of the costs necessari-
ly incurred in meeting consumer
demand.
Privatization would also mitigate
into privately owned and operated toll
roads. The 30,000 miles of rural
Interstatehighways could easilybecon-
verted into traditional-type toll roads.
Some ofthe urban sections ofthese con-
trolled access highways are already toll
roads. Others could be made into toll
roads. Granted, these roads account for
less than 2% of the mileage in the na-
tion's roads systems, but they handle
20% ofthetraffic. Consequently, the tra-
ditional toll road concept could, without
new technology or marketing innova-
tions, allow for privatization of 20% of
highway travel.
About 69% of the road mileage in
America is made up of what are called
"local" roads. This classification does
not include major arterial highways or
county routes. Local roads are basically
residential streets serving as access
routes to properties, not as thorough-
fares for through traffic. Such roads ac-
count for only 14% of the vehicle miles
of travel. Privatizing these roads
should, for the most part, be relatively
easy. The obvious solution is for the
roads to be transferred to local home-
owners' associations.
There is no compelling rationale for
the road in front ofyour home to belong
to the city or county government. It
could just as easily belong to you and
your neighbors. In both condominium
complexes and shopping centers it is
common for the abutting streets to be-
long to the property holders. The prop-
erty owners provide the maintenance
and controlthe access. Other local roads
could be handled in the same fashion.
As it is now, property developers usual-
ly build the streets that provide direct
access to residential and commercial
buildings. The current practice is for
these streets to be ceded to the munici-
palorcountygovernment having politi-
cal jurisdiction in the area. These local
governments then assess taxes on the
propertyin order to fund the roads' up-
keep. It would be feasible for the prop-
erty holders to retain joint title to these
local roads, keep the would-be property
tax assessment, and contract with some
There is no compelling rationale for the road
in front of your home to belong to the city or
county government. It could just as easily be-
long to you and your neighbors.
how these questions could be answered
will be undertaken. Second, there is the
issue of how we get there from here.
We aren't starting in a "state of na-
ture." There is an existing system. How
do we engineer the transition to a pri-
vatized system? I will offer some
suggestions.
When the topic of privatized roads
is broached, the most frequently cited
model for how such a system would
work is the toll road. The fact that the
private sector built over 8000 miles of
toll roads in America inthe
early 19th century demon-
strates that the concept is
feasible under some cir-
cumstances. The fact that
these roads all wereturned
over to the public sector in-
dicates that there are other
circumstances under
which private toll roads
may not be feasible.
Opponents of privatization relish
the opportunity to focus on the pre-
sumed infeasibility. Their typical cari-
cature is that of the toll booth on every
corner of a busy urban roadway.
Heavily congested urban streets could
hardly be improved by the addition of
cumbersome toll collection procedures
to the existing aggravations ofbumper-
to-bumper traffic jams. However, the
infeasibility oftraditional toll roads as a
universal means of privatization does
not rule them out for all potential cir-
cumstances.Corner-to-eorner air travel
is also infeasible; but·this does not
mean there is no market for commercial
air service.
There are already extant numerous
toll roads and bridges in the U.S.
According to FHWA records, there are
over 4600 miles of toll roads in opera-
tion. Some ofthese are privately owned
and operated. So, privately run roads
are possible.
The conditions conduciveto success-
ful toll road operation are relatively
simple. Access to the roadway must be
controlled. Vehicles must be channeled
to enter and exit at points convenient
for the collection oftolls. The road must
offer a tangible advantage over parallel
"free" highways. Usually this advan-
tage is a higher quality of service. Toll
roads are typically less congested and
better maintained than their "free"
counterparts.
At present, there are about 50,000
miles of controlled accesss highways .
that conceivably could be converted
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and accomplishment, and the
morality ofresentment, thriving
on envy, hostility, and social
parasitism.
150pages. ISBN 0..87975447.-8 Cloth $19.95
ttA modern classic, an
importantwork thatfills an
extremely sensitive gapin the
literatureofliberty • • •the
book moves from oneoutstand...
ing passage and insightto
another."
the invasion of privacy problems. In a
competitive environment, anyone road
operating firm would have only partial
and fragmentary records of the comings
and goings of individual road users. The
need to guard proprietary information
from prying competitors would help to
protect user privacy. It is also likely that
firms would offer varying options to road
users. For example, your local telephone
company probably offers its customers
the choice between a metered, per-call
billing and a flat-fee monthly service
charge. Road operators could pursue sim-
ilar marketing strategies.
Some opponents of privatization im-
agine that monopoly is necessary for
smooth operation of the system. The no-
tion is that some sort of barrier to travel
from roads owned by one firm to those
owned by another would render a com-
petitive private system infeasible. As it is
now, city, county, and state roads inter-
connect in many locations. The fact that
disparate jurisdictions can cooperate
would seem to indicate that cooperation
is possible. Private firms would have the
added incentive of the profit motive to
stimulate cooperation. Firms that blocked
connections or forced circuitous routings
would tend to alienate customers and
lose business. Privately owned and oper-
ated railroads have worked out
agreements for the interlining of traffic
from one firm's system to another's.
Similar agreements could be achieved by
private road firms.
A completely different approach to
making privatized roadsprofitable would
draw upon the experiences of the broad-
casting industry. Broadcasting is a classic
example of how the market can resolve
the problem ofusers gaining'"free" access
to a vendor's product. Anyone with a re-
ceiver can consume a broadcast radio or
television program. Producing
entertainment for profit via broadcasting
would appear impossible where the user
cannot be made to pay for his
consumption. Nevertheless, broadcasting
is a highly profitable industry, with well-
paid employees and satisfied
stockholders.
Broadcasting succeeds because the
programming serves as the medium for
transmission of commercial messages.
The profit comes from the revenues ob-
tained from the purveyors of these mes-
sages. Roadway companies could adopt
television as the model for successful pri-
vate operations. Revenues generated from
roadside advertisements or access to
roadside businesses could be a means ofVolume 2, Number2 November 1988
In either case, the insidi-
ous encroachments of pie-
cemeal divestiture should
be encouraged. While gov-
ernments at all· levels may
raise "principled" objec-
tions to a privatized road
system, their resistance to
incremental, case-by-case inroads.is apt
to be lower. Any and every abandon-
ment and divestiture should be sup-
ported, no matter how partial or
incomplete. The battle for freedom and
reason will be won bydegrees, like any
other battle or war. An accumulation of
littlevictories eventuallyproduces over-
all triumph.
The second angle for exploiting the
public sector's lust for moneyis the sale
of high-yielding road facilities. These
should bring good prices. Living off
suchasset sales mayenable government
officials to maintain payments to fa-
vored causes and friends, while still be-
ing able to boast of holding the line on
taxes.
Conclusion
The discussion ofroad privatization
hasbeen fairly theoretical. At this point,
it is not imperative that we preciselyde-
lineate how a privatized road system
would work. It is onlynecessarythat we
be aware that it could work. The details
canbe worked outbythe creative forces
that regularly shape the markets for the
wide varietyoffreely traded products.
The current public sector ownership
and operation of roads is producing
huge and continuing losses. The long-
term prognosis is financial disaster. The
traditional Congressional proclivity for
selection of pork-barrel spending over
the provision for repairs and replace-
ment of aging facilities is a formula for
deterioration and destruction of high-
way assets.
In contrast, privatization would har-
ness the powerful incentives and disci-
plines of the competitive marketplace
on behalf of vital economic assets.
While there is little in the behavior of
Congress that is encouraging, we can
striveto achieve a wider comprehension
of the declining fortunes of highways
under public sector management vs. the
potential gains to be had from the pri-
vate alternative.
Who knows, perhaps once the topic
becomes more commonplace, corporate
raiders like Boone Pickens or Carl kahn
will figure out how to acquire, bust-up,
and reinvigorateour road systems. 0
This has some value in itself.
Second, rescuing an asset as valua-
ble as the road system from the stran-
glehold of inept government
management is also a worthwhile goal.
Putting this asset to more productive
uses can spur a more efficient economy.
More productivity has its own benefi-
cial consequences.
A private firm with the sort of record com-
piled by our public highway agencies would be
easy prey for acorporate raider.
Third, many people are under the
delusion that government really pro-
vides services. The roads are frequently
cited in this context. Pollsters have
found majorities of voters willing to ac-
cept higher taxes in exchange for more
government services. To the extent that
government can be more clearly por-
trayed as merely a parasitic transfer
agency, the delusion of government as
servant may be undermined. The gov-
ernment's role in taking money from
some in order to give it to others has
less popular support than its role in pro-
viding real things, like roads.
The incentive for the government to
sell the roads might be exploited from
two different angles. On the one hand,
there are many roads that serve little
traffic, yet consume scarce resources for
upkeep. Ifthe public sector could be rid
of these money-losers, it would relieve
itself ofexpense. Therefore, abandoning
these roads would be one means of pri-
vatizing highways.
Who would buy, or even accept,
money-losing roadways? Well, just
because a road loses money under












should be willing to
take control of the
road. Iftheyarenot,
then there can be no
"1 know how you feel, butthe five mile perhour speed limit conserves legitimate objection
horses." to closing it.
The Case for a Creeping
Capitalism
The problem that looms largest in
the quest for a more efficient and effec-
tive road system is clearly political in
nature. The question is, how might we
overcome the political problem?
The fiscal voracity ofgovernment at
all levels may serve as the impetus for a
viable privatization strategy.
Governments like to spend money.
Disposing ofroads that areburdensome
consumers of public funds would free
up money for other uses. The revenues
yielded by the sale of rnore valuable
roadways would provide funds for oth-
er programs.
Ifthe funds saved or gained through
privatization are only going to be con-
verted into other government spending,
is there any point to the effort? The an-
swer is yes, for several reasons.
Indueing the government to obtain
funds from the divestiture of roads will
help dampen the lust for tax increases.
funding privately owned roads. Since
revenues would likely be based on traf-
fic volume, road operators would have
an incentive to improve the facility in
order to attract higher volume.
Regardless of whether a privatized
road system uses high or low-tech ap-
proaches, it seems clear that the private
operation of roads is both economically
and technologically feasi-
ble. The fact that we have
examined several possible
alternatives should not be
construed as an exhaustive
or complete listing of the
options. Obviously, some
sort of mixture oftradition-
al toll roads, homeowner association
ownership, and more innovative tech-





Economists are not the only scientists concerned with productivity. In this essay
Allan Levite explores the theories ofsome prominent psychologists, and then relates their
findings to the well-knovvn (to libertarians, anyway) theories of the Austrian School of
Economics.
sessing large sums of money. But most
observers neglected to take this into ac-
count, preferring instead to place over-
riding emphasis on higher-level needs
andtryingto devise ways for workers to
obtain fulfillment of these needs at the
workplace.
Lower-level needs, it was assumed,
were relativelyeasyto satisfy, especially
in the affluent, consumer-oriented econ-
omythat emerged in the1950s. Onlythe
higher-level needs seemed to present a
real challenge, and only these appeared
important. The Human Relations think-
ers, deficient in economic theory, forgot
that as new kinds of-products enter the
consumer markets, and as demand for
them develops, turning yesterday's lux-
uries into today's staples, people's uses
for money constantly expand. Money
might therefore not cease to motivate;
even if higher-level needs inspire hu-
man behavior at the same time.
In the 1950s, psychology professor
Frederick Herzberg conducted a series
of studies investigating employees' atti-
tudes. These researches led him to for-
mulate his Two-Factor (or ilMotivation-
Hygiene") theory of job satisfaction.
Within this structure, the "motivating"
factors were identified as achievement
and its recognition, responsibility, the
tion of incentives. But some of the
school's thinking gradually began to
show a prejudice against the money
motive.
This aversion intensified after the
theories of psychologist Abraham
Maslow were applied to work motiva-
tion in the postwar era. Maslow ar-
ranged human needs in a hierarchy of
five levels. At the bottom were basic
physiological needs. Next camethe need
for security, followed by the need for
love and "belonging," then the need for
self-esteem and the esteem of others. At
thetop was the "highest" need, the need
for self-actualization.3 Maslow postulat-
ed that as each lower-level need be-
comes temporarily satisfied, it no longer
motivates an individual's behavior,
which is guided instead by the next-
highest need. This process culminates in
the drive to fulfill the need for self-
actualization, which can be defined as
the feeling that one has reached one's
fullest potential. For Maslow, the low-
est-ranking needs are the physical re-
quirements that money can satisfy
(food, shelter, etc.) However, because
money has symbolic value to some peo-
ple as a status symbol, such individuals
could presumably satisfy their self-
actualization needs by earning or pos-
The Money Motive and What
Happened to It in the U. S.
At one time, most American manag-
ers seemed to believe that money alone
could motivate their subordinates. But
the rise of the "Human Relations"
school ofmanagerialthought, following
the famous Hawthorne Experiments in
the early 1930s, caused these earlier ide-
as to be abandoned. Motivational fac-
tors that were deemed more important
than money, such as peer group ap-
proval, soon took precedence. Actually,
in its advocacy of"better working condi-
tions and more benevolent and suppor-
tive management techniques, the
Human Relations school never tried to
deny that money could motivate peo-
ple, and never recommended the aboli-
FromReagan to Gorbachev,from Gary Hart to Mike Dukakis, politicians'of eve-
ry kind are obsessed with productivity. And, as management scientist Hirotaka Takeuchihas
pointed out, "Everyone seems to agree that something ought to be done about it soon."l Itis difficult to ~alk about
raising productivity without talking
about increasing the motivation of
workers.2 But what is work motivation?
Is it merely or mainly a response to the
worker's paycheck? What methods of
motivating workers have been tried?
How successful have these methods
been? Is there anything to be learned
about motivation and productivity that
goesbeyond the politicians' nostrums?
Quite predictably, there is. Both eco-
nomic theory and the history of man-
agement theories offer important
insights.
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Birth of Expectancy Theories
Professor Victor Vroom, who was in
the forefront ofthe theoretical attack on
the Herzberg school, proposed a type of
work motivation concept that has come
to be known as an expectancy theory.
Vroom's contention was that strength of
motivation is a product of two major
forces: valence and expectancy. Valence is
the subjectively determined value or at-
tractiveness of an outcome to an indi-
vidual. Expectancy is the perceived
likelihood that a given act will result in
a given outcome.13 For example, ifa
worker highlyvalues monetaryrewards
(positivevalence), and ifhe believes that
working hard or harder will yield sig-
nificantly higher income (positive ex-
pectancy), then he will be highly
motivated. A piece rate or a commis-
sion-pay feature should work this way
for those who value money highly.
However, a pecuniary reward is only
oneofa multitude of possible outcomes
that a worker might value.14
Extensions of this theory include
three factors, the third being instrumen-
tality. This is the degree of perceived lik-
elihood that "first-Ievel" outcomes
(such as work performance or output)
will result in the attainment of "second-
level" outcomes (such as higher pay,
vation. Studies revealed that enrich-
ment resulted in higher quality work, but
not in higher output.10 More important-
ly, the workers whose attitudes most
closely matched Herzberg's theory
tended to be white-collar employees,
not the blue-collar workers for whom it
was mainly intended and who seemed
to have a greater need for it.11
A recent management text aptly
sums up the money motivation issue:





vation to work hard-
er in order to earn
more money.
Others have ar-





or is not an important motivator,
andstill othershaveproceeded with
little apparentrecognition of the fact
thatmoney is often just one ofmany
motives that interact in a complex
way to producea given behavior.12
In at least two other instances,
Argyris used such terms as "human fac-
tors" and "material factors" in the same
mutually exclusive way, but did not
precedethem with "so-called." (Is it an-
imals, vegetables or minerals that want
money, or is it human beings? The only
thing missing here is a condemnation of
"selfishness" and "greed.")
Since Herzberg's theoryhad implied
that job satisfaction equals job motivation
(or that motivation results from satisfac-
tion), it became easy after a while to re-
fute his thesis, and the school ofthought
that had centered around his and
Maslow's ideas came into general disfa-
vor among managerial theorists.
Satisfaction and motivation are now
known to be separate and distinct, and
the latter is not necessarily an outcome
of the former. Taxi drivers, for example,
tend to be highly motivated while affect-
ing little job satisfaction. The weight of
research and theoretical work does not
support Herzberg's theory-most stud-
ies, in fact, have refuted it-and some
researchers have pointed out that his
methodology was faulty. Even
Maslow's work came under heavy
criticism.9
"Job enrichment" suffered a similar
fate. Herzberg championed it in the be-
lief that if routine work became more
mentally stimulating and employees
were allowed greater autonomy and re-
sponsibility, greater job satisfaction and
motivation would result. But although
"enriched" work was shown to be more
satisfying, it did little to improve moti-
primarilyas a response to, and a rationali-
zation of, their frustration and lack ofjob
satisfaction? He wrote:
... It is now clear that an emphasis on
monetary rewards may well be a more
crucial human problem than no empha-
sis or a minimal emphasis. Human re-
lations research does not need to
have as one of its reasons for exis-
tence "proof" that so-called human
factors are moreimportant than ma-
terial ones.8
"Job enrichment" was championed in the belief
that ifroutine work became more mentally stimu-
lating greater job satisfaction and motivation
would result. But although "enriched" work was
shown to be more satisfying, it did little to improve
motivation.
content of work performed, and ad-
vancement-roughly the equivalent of
Maslow's higher-level needs. The "hy-
giene" (or "maintenance") factors, ac-
cordingto Herzberg, were such items as
pay, job security, working conditions,
and supervision-basically equivalent
to Maslow'slower-level needs.4Herzberg
noticed that workers frequently recalled
"good" (pleasant) experiences with re-
spect to the motivating factors, but few
"bad" experiences if these factors went
unsatisfied. And the sub-
jects tended to impute bad
experiences to poorly satis-
fied hygiene factors such as





the path to job satisfaction
could be followed only by
enhancing the motivators,
not the hygiene factors. In his view, the
fulfillment of hygiene factors, such as
by offering good pay and job security,
could lead only to the absence of job dis-
satisfaction, not to positive job
satisfaction.5
To be fair, Herzberg was primarily
concerned with "enriching" routine jobs
such as assembly-line work with men-
tally challenging content that would al-
leviate monotony. He refrained from
formally stating that money could not
motivate people. But his theory did
tend toward that conclusion. As stated
in a typical management text: if
Herzberg were correct, since "pay is a
maintenance factor, we would have to
conclude that payis not a motivator."6
Herzberg'stheory had a tremendous
impact on managerial thought, especial-
lyduringthe 1960s, when the prevailing
climate was well-suited to embrace any
idea that offered a refutation of the
money motive. Others carried the theo-
retical battle against pecuniary motiva-
tion to greater extremes. A notable
example is Chris Argyris, whose book
Personality and Organization argued that
the demands of formal organizations,
such as corporations, were stifling the
fulfillment of the mental or emotional
needs of mature individuals. Like
Herzberg, he advocated changing job
content so that workers could derive
real satisfaction from their labor. This
was all well and good. But Argyris also
maintained thattheideaofmoney moti-
vation is an illusion, and that workers
become preoccupied with material gain
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Comparisons with the Austrian
Theories
Praxeology (the general theory of
humanaction-aterm used bylibertari-
an economist Ludwig von Mises, a lead-
ing memberofthe"Austrian" School) is
indifferent to the ultimate objectives of
action, and is valid for all kinds of ac-
tion regardless of their goals.22 The
same applies to expec-
tancytheories, since they
allow for any goals that
canbe desired orvalued,
and demonstrate only
how such desires stimu-
late action, while refrain-
ing from passing
judgment on the action.
Both the Austrian
and the expectancytheo-
ries also assume general
hedonism. In fact, detractors have criti-
cized expectancy theories because of
their hedonistic assumptions.23 Mises
also made it clear that praxeology rests
on the overall principle that human ac-
tivity always seeks to remove uneasi-
ness or to promote pleasurable or more
advantageous conditions.24 While it is
truethat some individuals engage in be-
havior that seems self-punishing, like
wearing hair shirts or practicing asceti-
cism,we can still say that they do so to
remove some intellectual, emotional, or
spiritual uneasiness, and the hedonic
generalization still holds true. Even if
we were to discard it, we could never-
theless point out that pleasure-seeking
individuals by far outnumber those of
the opposite inclination. For all practical
purposes, then, the hedonic generaliza-
points out that "recent research on de-
terrence suggests that increasing the cer-
tainty of punishment has considerably
more impact on crime than does in-
creasing its severity."21 Here too, expec-
tancy theory offers a cogent
explanation. The abhorrence (negative
valence) of punishment carries more
weight when there is an increase in the
perceived probability that the illegal
"performance" will result in eventual
punishment. In other words, expectancy
<actually, the instrumentality) has risen,
affecting the magnitude of the valence
(in this case, reverse or negative va-
lence). Similarly, the motivational im-
pact of a given reward will increase
when combined with an increase in the
likelihood that the required effort will
result in obtaining the reward.
But many organizations cannot
manage to link performance and reward
in a direct way. Some incentive pro-
grams fail because of the absence or
weakness of such connections. This ex-
plains why profit-sharing programs, al-
though good for morale and overall
efficiency, tend to do little for day-to-
day motivation. Their rewards do not
follow. immediately after the effort,
since most profit-sharing plans are of
the "deferred" type (payable on retire-
ment or termination). And it is often im-
possible for individual employees to
assess the extent of their own contribu-
tions to company profits.
We can see the expectancy idea
working in many areas, not the least of
which is criminal behavior. Throughout
his opus on crime and justice, Charles
Silberman takes the liberal view, yet
for working and for working harder.
We might think that it would be diffi-
cult to overlook something so obvious,
but we must remember that many re-
searchers have been judging the money
motive by focusing on the many in-
stances where it has appeared not to
work.
But researchers should acknowledge
that when this happens, it is usuallythe
result ofan ineffective use orapplication
of rewards, rather than because of the
rewards themselves. Daniel Katz has
delineated three conditions that are ne-
cessary if rewards are to operate as in-
tended.20 First, they must be clearly
perceived to be large enough to make
worthwhile the extra effort needed to ob-
tain them. Second, they must be appre-
hended to be directly related to the
performance in question: they must be
bestowed immediately (or very soon)
after the accomplishment of the re-
quired performance. Third, the majority
of members of the group must believe
that the rewards are just and equitable.
In Vroom's terminology, all this simply
means that both valenceand expectancy
must be sufficiently high ifrewards·are
to succeed.
Many researchers have been judging the money
motive by focusing on the many instances where it
has appeared not to work. But these cases offailure
are usually the result ofan ineffective use or appli-
cation of rewards, rather than because of the re-
wards themselves.
recognition, promotions, etc.)15
Obviously, extra effort does not always
lead to higher output (the expectancy
connection), nor does higher output al-
ways lead to significantlyor proportion-
ately greater rewards (the
instrumentalityconnection). Expectancy
theory, however, can still be expressed
using the two major factors-valence
and expectancy-for instrumentality is
really a form, or subset, of expectancy.
Note that this theory makes no at-
tempt to limit or describe which factors
motivate people, as Maslow's and
Herzberg's doctrines had done.
Expectancy theory only provides a
framework for the cognitive process of
motivations, and is therefore called a
"process" theory of motivation, in con-
trast to the "content" theories, such as
Herzberg's, that it supplanted. Vroom's
thesis reflects the individual differences
that affect worker motivation without
seeking to identify what they are for
each person. This would have been im-
possible, since everyone has a unique
blend of valences and expectancies.l6
For some, performing poorly can have a
stronger attractiveness (valence) than
performing well, and so such people




value maximum leisure or
the approval of others
most highly. It allows for
those who are motivated
mainly by money, but
there is ampIe room in it
for workers who are high-
ly stimulated by interest-
ing or challenging work. But as we have
seen, "enriched" work is much more
likely to be satisfying than motivating,
and expectancy theories do not make
the mistake of confusing satisfaction
with motivation. In fact, refined ver-
sions of the expectancy idea later
showed that satisfaction can more prop-
erly be said to result from performance
thanvice-versa.17
There has been considerable scientif-
ic support for expectancytheories, espe-
cially relative to the "content"
theories.1s One management text ac-
knowledges that "the expectancy mod-
els make the most significant
contribution to understanding the com-
plex processes involved in work moti-
vation."19 Researchers now concede that
for most people, money forms a mo-
tive-and often an important motive-
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valences might differ greatly.
I do not know whetherthe expectan-
cy theorists studied Austrian econom-
ics, but I suspect not. This makes all the
more remarkable the fact that expectan-
cy theorists independently reached the
same conclusions attained by the
Austrian economists about human
thought and behavior.
Both the Austrian and theexpectan-
cy doctrines are "process" theories, and
both repudiate any effort to define the
content of value or of motivation. They
explain how processes work, without
mandating what is (or what "ought" to
be) valued or motivat-






Herzberg is certainly no
Marxist, but his naive
assumption that work-
ers would be highly mo-
tivated by "enriched" or
"self-actualizing" labor
is unintentionally similar to Marx's uto-
pian idea that once freed from the "ca-
pitalistic" money motive, people would
work joyously for the sheer pleasure of
it. Most astute observers knowthat peo-
ple work for specific purposes and that
labor possesses a certain onerousness
that most people would prefer to avoid
if possible. Labor, as Mises put it, has a
disutility.
The refusal of the Austrian and the
expectancy theories to prescribe what
individuals ought to value and what
ought to motivate them, presupposes the
philosophical conviction that each per-
son must bepresumed competent to de-
cide such matters, and should be left
free to do so. This is not to insinuate
that Herzbergand Argyris and their fol-
lowers lacked respect for others, but
rather that the Austrian and the
expectancy theories are more logically
consistent ways of expressing such
respect.
Conclusion
Like beauty, the processes constitut-
ing motivation and valuation lie in the
mind of the beholder. But the idea that
subjective judgments form the keystone
of economic behavior and work behav-
ior is upsetting to those who would pre-
fer mote._simple and unified
explanations that would conveniently
explain everything~andbe more com-
respect to income. Or, more to the
point:
Whether money will motivate is to
somedegree a matterof the amount
of money involved and the amount
an individual is already earning.
Generally speaking, the more peo-
ple earn, the more they must receive
to be motivated to work harder or
longer. For example, the clerk who
earns $7,000 a year may bemotivat-
ed by the prospect of earning an 8
percent raise, a total of $560. To an
executive whois earning$70,000 the
prospect of a $560 raise will be con-
sideredan insult.30
This conclusion is wholly consistent
with expectancy formulations about va-
lences, which are totally subjective and
always subject to change. Obviously, a
wealthy person would not put the same
high valence on an expected gain of a
few hundred dollars that a blue-collar
worker would. But more importantly,
the conceptthat money has diminishing
marginal utility, as implied by the pre-
ceding quotation, is virtually identical
to the marginal utility,idea promulgated
by the Austrian school. When someone
has available to him a very large
amount of money (or of a good), the
value he places on the use to which the
last (marginal) unit would be put
shrinks to insignificance. He would not
value his 999th hundred-dollar bill
nearly as much as his first one, because
the use to which he would put this last
bill would not be nearly as important to
him as the use to which he would put
the first one. And in this situation,the
value he would place on the next $100
bill to come into his possession (number
1,000) would be small-much less than
the value he would place on his first,
tenth, or fiftieth ~/C-note." The prospect
of acquiring the thousandth $100 bill
would therefore not be important
enough to him to stimulate much effort
to gain and possess it. Most other peo-
ple's behavior patterns would be simi-
lar, even though their value scales and
Like beauty, the processes constituting motiva-
tion and valuation lie in the mind of the beholder.
But the idea that subjective judgments form the
keystone ofeconomic behavior and work behavior is
upsetting to those who would prefer more simple
and unified explanations that would be more com-
patible with social engineering schemes.
tion remains valid.
Both the Austrian and the expectan-
cy theories also assume rational choice
by individuals, as witness the
following:
The theory is a cognitive one based
upon a rational-economic view of
people. It assumes that people are
decision makers who choose among
alternative courses of action by se-
lecting the action that, at that time,
appears the mostadvantageous.25
This might at first appear to have come
from the pen ofMises or Hayekdescrib-
ing their economic theories, but the pas-
sage actually appears in a
book on managerial psy-
chology, describing expec-
tancy theories. Human
action, as Mises would
put it, is purposeful
behavior.
A fundamentally sub-





es among goods and outcomes.26 In ad-
dition, each type of theory is
dichot~mous.Austrian subjective value
theory shows that both utility and scar-
city must exist for a good to be valued.
Expectancy theory, similarly, holds that
positive valence and positive expectan-
cy must be present for motivation to oc-
cur. And although the basic expectancy
proposition is that motivation equals
valence multiplied by expectancy, both
it and the Austrian theories encompass
factors that cannot be measured.
Supporters of Austrian economics, in
fact, emphasize that value is not subject
to quantification or measurement.27 As
Austrian economist Eugen von B6hm-
Bawerk explained, an individual main-
,tains a mental ranking ofthe utilities of
various goods---even ofdifferent quan-
tities of identical goods28_but, as
Cuhel, Mises and the later Austrian the-
orists demonstrated, it would be impos-
sible to express in numbers the degree
or magnitudeofthe satisfactions experi-
enced by possessing or consuming
them.29 What units could possiblybe in-
vented to express such a personal thing
as satisfaction or pleasure? We can say
that activity A is more (or less) satisfy-
ingthan activity B, but we can never say
how satisfying in any meaningful way.
One recent management text notes
that money often ceases to motivate an
individual if he feels comfortable with
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"I am unable to have this work reviewed by anyone..."
- Tibor Machan
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patible with social engineering
schemes. Those who would prefer to
prescribe what people should and
should not value, and by what they
should be motivated or not motivated,
would be on very shaky theoretical
groundsifthey recognized that onlyin-
dividuals can decide such things. This
leaves little room for the "experts."
If national economic planning is
ever adopted as the answer to low U. S.
productivity, some program to increase
worker motivation will be included. If
past experience is any guide, planners
will no doubt have very clear and sim-
plistic ideas about what kinds offactors
should motivate workers. And unless
they accept the expectancy or the
Austrian value theories, it is unlikely
that they would allow for any attempt
by managers to determine, on an indi-
vidual basis, what each worker values
most highly in work. Neither would
they be likely to make much use of pe-
cuniary incentives. Social planners, for
the most part, have an antipathy to
money.
But the fact that each person's val-
ues are unique and different makes
money a good motivator for the great
majority. Money can be used to buy so
many different things-even leisure
time,ifone has enoughofit-thatit can
satisfy the demands of most people,
whatever their own definitions of how
to live "the good life." 0Volume 2, Number2
Syml?osium
BreakthroughorBuncombe?
In the September issue of Liberty, Hans-Hermann Hoppe argued that the
mere fact that an individual argues presupposes that he owns himselfand has a
right to his own life and property. This revolutionary thesis was bound to touch
off considerable controversy. Here is some ofit.
November 1988
The Trouble with Hoppe
byDavid Friedman
The argument, as I understand it, takes the
following form.
1. Ifbelief in a proposition is inconsistent
with being able to defend it by argu-
ment, the proposition is false.
2. In order to argue about the truth of
propositions we must have absolute
self-ownership of scarce means, de-
fined in objective, physical terms and
obtained via homesteading.
Therefore
3. The denial of a libertarian ethicis false.
So far as I can see, both 1 and 2 are false.
With regard to 1, consider the proposition
/Jane should never argue about what people
should do." Belief in it is inconsistent with
defending it argumentatively, but that tells
us nothing at all about whether it is true or
false. One could even imagine someone who
did not believe in the proposition construct-
ing a valid argument proving that it was
true, although he would presumable stop
speaking as soon as he had completely con-
vinced himself.
As to 2, note that ififis literally true no-
body, including Hoppe, has ever argued
about the truth of propositions, since there
are no completely libertarian societies in
which to do so. That is obviously not true-
and neither is the proposition from which it
follows. One Can think of an enormous num-
ber of non-libertarian ethics and non-
'libertarian societies consistent with people
being able to arguein their defense.
Consider an ethic according to which peo-
ple have absolute ownership over half their
waking hours, and are obliged to spend the
rest working for others-eighthours a dayis
enough time for quite an extensive philo-
sophical argument. Or consider an ethic ac-
cording to which we are obliged to spend all
our time working for others, but defending
that ethic classifies as workingfor others.
As a final example, consider an ethic ac-
cording to which there are no rights at all;
everyone is morally free to coerce everyone
else whenever he can get away with it, but
many people succeed in defending them-
selves well enough so that they control much
of their own time. According to their ethic
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they have no right to self-ownership, or to
anything else, but theyhave physical control
over themselves and are therefore able to
make arguments. One might plausibly claim
that this comes close to describing the world
we now live in.
The extension of 2 to cover not only self-
ownership but libertarian property rights as
well, and even a particular libertarian theory
of what propertyrights are like andhowthey
are acquired, is ifanything still less defensi-
ble-almost pure assertion, unleavened by
argument. One can think of lots of othersys-
terns of property rights that would work at
least well enough to keep some people alive
to argue philosophy. Hoppe has somehow
skipped from "your ethic must allow you to
live" to "yourethicmust do thebestpossible
job of letting people live" to "you must ac-
cept Hoppe's preferred form of libertarian-
ism" (via "Hoppe's preferred form of
libertarianism does the best possible job of
letting people live").
Counter-examples include all societies
that have existed for as long as one genera-
tion, since in all such societies people did in
fact live long enough to grow up and argue
philosophy, and none ot them were pure li-
bertarian societies.
Beyond Is And Ought
byMurrayN. Rothbard
Prof. Hans Hoppe, a fairly recent immigrant
from West Germany, has brought an enor-
mous gift to the American libertarian move-
ment. In a dazzling breakthrough for political
philosophy in general and for libertarianism
in particular, he has managed to transcend
the famous is/ought, fact/value dichotomy
that has plagued philosophy since the days
of the scholastics, and thathad broughtmod-
ern libertarianism into a tiresome deadlock.
Not only that: Hans Hoppe has managed to
establish the case for anarcho-capitalist-
Lockean rights in an unprecedentedly hard-
core manner, one that makes my own natural
law/natural rights position seem almost
wimpy in comparison.
In the modern libertarian movement, only
the natural rights libertarians have come to
satisfyingly absolute libertarian conclusions.
The different wings of "consequentialists"-
whether emotivists, utilitarians, Stirnerites,
or whatever-have tended to buckle at the
seams. If, after all, one has to wait for conse-
quences to make a firm decision, one can
hardly adopt a consistent, hard-nosed stance
for liberty and privatepropertyin every con-
ceivabIe case.
Hans Hoppe was schooled in the modern
(in his case, Kantian) philosophic tradition,
rather than in natural law, acquiring a Ph.D.
in philosophy at the University of Frankfurt.
He then moved to a dissertation in the phi-
losophy of economics for his "seconddoctor-
al," or habilitation degree. Here he became
an ardent and devoted follower of Ludwig
von Mises and his "praxeological" approach,
as well as of the system of economic theory
Mises built on this approach, which arrives at
Hoppe has proven me wrong.
He has done it: he has deduced an
anarcho-Lockean rights ethic from
self-evident axioms.
absolute conclusions derived logically from
self-evident axioms. Hans has proven to be a
remarkably productiveand creativepraxeolo-
gist, partly because he is the only praxeolo-
gist (as far as I know) who arrived at the
doctrine originally from philosophy rather
than from economics. He therefore brings to
the task special philosophic credentials.
Hoppe's most important breakthrough
has been to startfrom standardpraxeological
axioms (e.g., that every human being acts,
that is, employs means to arrive at goals),
and, remarkably, to arrive at a hard-nosed
anarcho-Lockean political ethic. For over
thirty years I havebeen preaching to the eco-
nomics profession that this cannot be done:
that economists cannot arrive at any policy
conclusions (e.g., that government should do
X or sJwuld not do Y) strictly from value-free
economics. In order to come to a policy con-
clusion, I have long maintained, economists
have to come up with some kind of ethical sys-
tem. Note that all branches of modern "wel-
fare economics" have attempted to do just
that: to continue to be "scientific" and there-
fore value-free, and yet to make all sorts of... TheThomist philosopher R. P. Phillips calls this attribute ofan axiom a "boomerangprinciple... for even
though we castit away from us, it returns to us again," and illustrates this principle by showing that an at-
tempt to deny the Aristotelian law of noncontradiction must end by assuming it. R. P. Phillips, Modern
Thomistic Philosophy (2 vols., Westminster, Md.: Newman Bookshop, 1934-35), II, 36-37.
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cherished policy pronouncements (since
most economists would like at some point to
get beyond their mathematical models and
draw politically-relevant conclusions). Most
economists would not be caught dead with
an ethical system or principle, believing that
this would detract from their "scientific"
status.
Hoppe has lifted the American
movement out of decades of sterile
debate and deadlock, and provided
us a route for future development
of the libertarian discipline.
And yet, remarkably and extraordinarily,
Hans Hoppe has proven me wrong. He has
done it: he has deduced an anarcho-Lockean
rights ethic from self-evident axioms. Not
only that: he has demonstrated that, just like
the action axiom itself, it is impossible to
deny or disagree with the anarcho-Lockean
rights ethic without falling immediately into
self-contradiction and self-refutation. In other
worlds, Hans Hoppe has brought to political
ethics what Misesians are familiar with in
praxeology and Aristotelian-Randians are fa-
miliar with in metaphysics: what we might
call "hard-core axiomatics." It is self-
contradictory and therefore self-refuting for
anyone to deny the Misesian action axiom
(that everyoneacts), since the very attempt to
deny it is itself an action. It is self-
contradictory and therefore self-refuting to
deny the Randian axiom of consciousness,
since some consciousness has to be making
this attempt at denial. Forifsomeone cannot
attempt to deny a proposition without em-
ploying it, heis not only caught in an inextri-
cable self-contradiction;he is also granting to
that proposition the status ofan axiom.*
Hoppe was a student of the famous neo-
Marxist German philosopher Jurgen
Habermas, and his approach to political eth-
ics is based on the Habermas-Apel concept of
the "ethics of argumentation." According to
this theory, the very fact of making an argu-
ment, of trying to persuade a reader or listen-
er, implies certain ethical precepts: e.g.,
recognizing valid points in an argument. In
short, the fact/value dichotomy can be trans-
cended: the search for facts logically implies
that we adopt certain values or ethical
principles.
Many libertarian theorists have recently
gotten interested in this kind of ethics (e.g.,
the Belgian anarchist legal theorist FrankVan
Dun, and the British Popperian Jeremy
Shearmur.) But theirs is a "soft" kind of argu-
mentation ethics, for the question may al-
ways arise why one should want to keep an
argument or dialogue going. Hoppehas gone
way beyond this by developing a hard-core
axiomatic, praxeological twist to the discus-
sion. Hoppe is interested, not so much in
keeping the argument going, but in demon-
strating that any argument whatsoever (in-
cluding of course anti-anarcho-Lockean ones)
must imply self-ownership of the body of
both the arguer and thelisteners, as well as a
homesteading of property right so that the
arguers and listeners will be alive to listen to
the argument and carry it on.
In a sense, Hoppe's theory is similar to the
fascinating Gewirth-Pilon argument, in which
Gewirth and Pilon (the former a liberal, the
latter a minarchist libertarian) attempted to
say thefollowing. The fact that Xacts demon-
strates thathe is asserting that he has the right
to such action (so far so good!), and that X is
also implicitly conceding to everyone else the
same right. That conclusion, though soul-
satistfying to libertarians, and similar to prax-
eology in its stress on action, unfortunately
didn'tmakeit-for, as natural rights philoso-
pher HenryVeatch pointed outin his critique
of Gewirth: why should Xgrant anyone else's
rights? But stressing self-contradiction in the
arguments of non-anarcho-Lockeans, Hoppe
has solved the age old problem of generaliz-
ing an ethic for mankind.
Nevertheless, by coming out with a genu-
inely new theory (amazingin itself, consider-
ing the long history of political philosophy)
Hoppe is in danger of offending all the intel-
lectual vested interests of the libertarian
camp. Utilitarians, who should behappy that
value-freedom was preserved, will be ap-
palled to find that Hoppean rights are even
more absolutist and "dogmatic" than natural
rights. Natural rightsers, while happy at the
"dogmatism" will be unwilling to accept an
ethics not grounded in the broad nature of
things. Randians will be particularly upset
because the Hoppean system is grounded (as
was the Misesian) on the Satanic Immanuel
Kant and his "synthetic a priorL" Randians
might be mollified, however, to learn that
Hoppe is influenced by a group of German
Kantians (headed by mathematician Paul
Lorenzen) who interpret Kant as a deeply re-
alistic Aristotelian, in contrast to the Idealist
interpretation common in the U. S.
As a natural rightser, I don't see any real
contradiction here, or why one cannot hold
to both the natural rights and the Hoppean
rights ethic at the same time. Both rights eth-
ics, after all, are grounded, like the realist
version of Kantianism, in the nature of reali-
ty. Natural law, too, provides a personal and
social ethic apart from libertarianism; this is
an area that Hoppe is not concerned with. A
future research program for Hoppe and other
libertarian philosophers would be (a) to see
howfar axiomatics can be extended into oth-
er spheres of ethics, or (b) to see if and how
this axiomatic could be integrated into the
standard natural law approach. These ques-
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tions provide fascinating philosophical op-
portunities. Hoppe has lifted the American
movement out of decades of sterile debate
and deadlock, andprovided us a route for fu-




Professor Hoppe sayshe can justify the liber-
tarian private-property ethic without invok-
ing any value judgments. Anyone who
proposes any alternative ethic is, in doing so,
contradicting what inheres in the very act of
engaging in argumentation. Nonlibertarian
proposals are falsified by the reality of pro-
posing them. Argumentation is a form of ac-
tion requiring the employment of scarce
means, privately owned. Discussion presup-
poses that the participants recognize each
one's exclusive control over his own body.
Furthermore, argumentation could not be
sustainedfor any length of time without pri-
vate property in things beyond one's own
body, property ultimately tracing to Lockean
homesteading. Without private property de-
fined in objective, physical terms, life, acting,
and proposition-making would be impossi-
ble. "By being alive and formulating any
proposition, then, one demonstrates that any
ethic except the libertarian ethic is invalid."
The foregoing is an honest effort to restate
Hoppe's position compactly. IfI have not got
it exactly right, part of the blame should fall
on his loose style ofexposition. The remarka-
It just is not an argument, not
amustering of factual observations
and logical connections. It is atis-
sue of bald assertions. One cannot
pick out fallacies of argument in a
jumble of assertions that does not
ascend to the level of argument at
all, not even of fallacious
argument.
ble thing about it is that Hoppe or anyone
else should take it seriously as an argument.
It just is not an argument, not a mustering of
factual observations and logical connections.
It is a tissue of bald assertions. One cannot
pick out fallacies of argument in a jumble of
assertions that does not ascend to the level of
argument at all, not even of fallaciou~ argu-
ment. Instead of feeling humiliated, this is
what Denis Diderot should have recognized
when, at the court of Catherine the Great,
Leonhard Euler approached him and an-
nounced, in a tone of perfect conviction:
"Monsieur, (a+b"n)/n=x, done Dieu existe;
repondez!" (De Morgan 1872/1954, II, 4,
339).
Counterexamples to Hoppe's assertions
Liberty 45Volume 2, Number 2
are abundantly available. It is perfectly con-
ceivable that a slave-owner and his slave
might debate some point of mathematics or
of political philosophy, even the desirability_
of slavery itself, without one or both of their
positions standing in logical contradiction
with the fact that an argument was taking
place. Their discussion does not presuppose
either man's recognizing either one's "exclu-
sive control over his own body." (Yet Hoppe
makes the remarkablypreposterousassertion
that "No one could possibly propose any--
thing, andno one couldbecome convinced of
any proposition by argumentative means, if
one's right to make exclusive use of one's
physical body were not already
presupposed.")
To engage in discussion, the slave does
not need any such exclusive control; all he
needs is enough time to listen and to state his
points, and perhaps enough time to study
and reflect in advance. And the slaveowner
might willingly allow this time to his slave.
Perhaps he enjoys arguing with him and
learning from him. Perhaps the discussions
are the by-product of the slave's chief assign-
ment, namely, to serve as tutor to the slave-
owner's children.
Over the longspan ofhuman history, cas-
es like this one probably have arisen; and
other readily conceivable counterexamples
puncture Hoppe's assertions. Suppose (con-
trary to fact, but suppose) that I am a sincere
socialist who argues for government owner-
ship of all means of production or at least of
the "commanding heights" of the economy.
In doing so I would notnecessarily be contra-
dicting anypresupposition of the merefact of
engaging in controversy with Hoppe.
Suppose I say: "I believe that socialism
would greatly promote the prosperity and
happiness of all the people. I am prepared to
argue my case at length, usingfacts andanal-
ysis from economics, political science, sociol-
ogy, psychology, history, and other fields of
learning."
How might Hoppe respond? I can think
of three possibilities.
(1) He might maintain thathis own princi-
ples or argument or dogma required sticking
with libertarianism nevertheless, even if so-
.cialism did seem likely to bring greater pros-
perity and happiness. In rejecting such a
position, I would not be committing an obvi-
ouslogical blunder. IfI were right and social-
ism would in fact bring peace, prosperity,
good- fellowship, and universal happiness,
would Hoppe nevertheless maintain that his
argumentation ethic ruled socialism out and
required us to stick with laissez-faire capital-
ism? If so, his alleged arguments would be
proving too much. How could a warning
against alleged logical incompatibilities with /
the presuppositions of discourse condemn
mankind to forgo the bliss otherwise
available?
(2) Hoppe might enter into discussion
with me, showing that my supposed facts
andreasoning were full of errors and that so-
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cialism was in fact likely to bring less, not
more, prosperityandhappiness than libertar-
ianism. But by embarkingon that line of dis-
cussion-a broadly utilitarian line-Hoppe
would corne close to conceding that his own
a priori argument is not decisive after all-
which is my own point. (If a particular argu-
ment really is decisive, then tacking on fur-
ther, nondecisive, arguments only weakens
the case by diverting some attention away
from the truly decisive one.)
(3) Hoppe might refuse to enter into dis-
cussion with me at all, which refusal would
itself suggest something about his own case
or method or attitude. So, presumably,
would some fourth response that I cannot
now imagine.
Imight be wrongin my arguments for so-
cialism, just as the slaveowner or the slave or
both might be wrong in the particular argu-
ments that one or both of them mi~htmake
Hoppe apparently claims to get
an "ought" from an "is." Yet no
policy position, no recommendation,
can follow purely from factual and
logical analysis, without admixture
of any conception whatsoever of
what is desirable or undesirable.
for or against the institution of slavery. But
one can be wrong without falling into self-
contradiction, without illogically contradict-
ing any implications or presuppositions of
the very fact of engaging in argument itself.
Anyone who wants to identify certain
arguments as wrong has to tackle those
arguments themselves, pointing out
whatever factual and logical errors they may
contain (if they are in fact arguments, as
opposed to mere assertions). Itdoes not work
simply to assert that the very fact of argu-
mentation implicitly constitutes an endorse-
ment of the objector's (Le., Hoppe's) contrary
position.
Beyond the middle of his article, some-
what shifting his ground, Hoppe appeals to
what is necessary "to sustain argumentation
for any length of time." But presenting an ar-
gument does not presuppose being able to
sustain it. Consider a fatally ill person who
has no hope of being able to continue ar-
guing much longer. He might nevertheless
take satisfaction in using his remaining time
in the skillful application of his mind, trying
to achieve and propagate correct arguments.
The truth or fallacy of certain arguments
does nothingeon their makers' beingable to
survive and continue to press them.
In places Hoppe veers close to a utilitarian
argument, as whenheappeals to the unsatis-
factory consequences that would ensue if
late-comers were assumed to have ownership
claims to resources and if, consequently, no
one were allowed to do anything with any-
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thing without the prior consent of all late- co-
mers. For these and other broadly utilitarian
reasons, I agree with Hoppe on the desirabili-
ty of a capitalist system and on a broadly li-
bertarian conception of personal rights,
including property rights. I am not disagree-
ing with Hoppe on the substance of the good
society, so far as he gets into substance in the
particular article under discussion. I am ob-
jecting to his presenting assertions under the
false label of argumentation.
Hoppe apparently claims to get an
"ought" from an "is." Yet no policy position,
no recommendation, can follow purely from
factual and logical analysis, without admix-
ture of any conception whatsoever of whatis
desirable orundesirable. I believe that broad-
ly libertarian positions can be derived from
positive analysis combined with a tame, not-
very-controversial value judgment, namely
one against human misery and in favor of
survival, flourishing, happiness, fulfillment,
Aristotle's eudaimonia, or however exactly
one may label such a desirable condition.
Even Hoppe himself, in some passages, im-
plicitly appeals to somesuch broadly utilitar-
ian criterion. One might as well not kid
oneself about the dispensability of value
judgments.
To summarize, Hoppe is not presenting
an argument. He is making a mere bald as-
sertion, namely, that anyone who disagrees
withhis libertarian conception of human and
propertyrights is committinga logical bloop-
er by contradicting what he must necessarily
be asserting in venturing even to disagree.
He does not and cannot support this asser-
tion. Is is a pathetic example of the futile old
trick (notoriouslyperpetratedin recent years
byAlan Gewirth) of trying to get substantive
conclusions out of mereformal orprocedural
premises. Counterexamples to Hoppe's posi-
tion are readily available. I am astonished
that anyone should take it seriously.
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Hans Hoppe's remarkable argument has al-
ready generated a great deal of controversy.
In part, this sterns from objections to particu-
lar steps of his argurnent; in part, from more
general considerations. His startling claim
that to deny libertarian rights is self-
contradictory rivets one's critical attention,
because ofits very radical character. Further,
the Kantian background of theargument has
aroused suspicion, since largely under
Randian influence many libertarians think of
Kant as an opponent of reason.
I should like briefly to address these two
issues. I cannot here undertake an account of
each step of Hoppe's argument, but I hopeVolume 2, Number2
that the following brief remarks will help
those who wish to evaluate the argument for
themselves.
Hoppe does not contend that the state-
ment IIPeople have libertarian rights" is a
truth of logic: its negation is not self-
contradictory. Rather, ifone denies the state-
ment, one contradicts oneself. It is asserting
the statement'snegation that Hoppe claims is
contradictory. Similarly, the statement
IIReagan is dead" is not logically self-
contradictory, butifspoken by Reagan its as-
sertion involves paradox, since his saying it
implies that he is not dead.
Paradoxes of this sort, often termed per-
formative contradictions, are a lot offun and
have considerable philosophical importance.
(A recent discussion is Roy Sorensen,
Blindspots, Oxford University Press, 1988.)
But although the contradiction just men-
tioned really is part of Hoppe's argument, it
is not the whole of it. The vital core of
Hoppe's case is that to claim that a statement
is true is to claim that the statement can be
supported by argumentation: and argumen-
tation by its nature implies libertarian rights.
The performative contradiction is just one
stepin Hoppe's progress.
Thus, it is not right to say that Hoppe's
sole conclusion is that those who deny liber-
tarian rights ought rationally to IIshut up."
However desirable this state of affairs would
be, it alone would not suffice to show that
anyone has libertarian rights. It is the whole
argument, if successful, that demonstrates
this, not the contradiction considered in
itself.
On the second topic, the argument's
Kantian background, one must distinguish
between the argument itself and Hoppe's
views ofepistemology. Hoppeis a Kantian of
sorts, although decidedly not a skeptic about
our knowledge of the external world. But his
argument about rights does not depend on
any controversial positions in the theory of
knowledge. Itis quite compatible with any of
the standardoptions in epistemology, includ-
ing direct realism.
The argument is also neutral on another
Kantian claim. Kant believed, or so, at any
rate, he is usually taken to say, that the laws
of morality are purely formal and involve no
appeal to human nature in their derivation.
To appeal to human nature was in Kant's
view to rely on particular facts that might
have been otherwise. Moral truths, by con-
trast, apply necessarily to all rational beings.
Whatever one thinks of this wayoflooking at
morality, Hoppe's argument does not in-
volve it. To be sure, the argument itself does
not appeal to human nature: but nothing in
the argument rules out such appeals or re-
quires that one accept a Kantian analysis of
morality.
I said that I would leave the task of de-
tailed evaluation ofHoppe'sargument to the
reader. One suggestion, however-it will be
very helpful to consider exactly what Hoppe
means by argumentation.
Beyond Is and Nought
byEthan O. Waters
Prof Hoppe's seductive proofof the libertari-
an imperative is more limited in scope than
heimagines. Hoppe argues that the mere fact
of argument proves that the arguer is an
owner of self and all the various rights to
homestead, to own property, etc. that con-
ventionallibertarian rights advocates delin-
eate and defend.
Since people have been arguing through
all human experience, it would seem to fol-
low that they have always been self-owners
and possessors of rights. In fact, by Hoppe's
logic, it is hard to imagine how any idea oth-
er than self-ownership could ever have aris-
en. But plainly there have been slaves
through much of human history, andplainly
even when some of the rights Hoppe propos-
es have been recognized, people have never
enjoyed the society that Hoppe's view
entails.
The problem with his thesis, it seems to
me, is that it fails to establish context.
Consider the following argument, similar
in form to Hoppes's: Life requires food; to
live one must eat. Therefore all living people
eat. Does this mean that all living people are
constantly eating? Such a conclusion flies in
the face of all experience, just as the conclu-
sion that all men are self-owners flies in the
face of experience: through much of human
history, many humans have been slaves;
through virtually all human history, virtually
all humans have been no more than partial
self-owners.
Hoppe hasproven that in order to argue,
one must in some sense be a self-owner. But
virtually all of argument-filled human histo-
ry demonstrates that the context of self-
ownership can bevery limited. An individual
who lIownshimself" when he is arguingwith
others (or himself), might in all other respects
be a slave. In some sense it is impossible to
argue without presuming ownership of one-
self. But does this establish the libertarian
ethic? No more than my argument about eat-
ing proves that one must eat constantly.
Virtually every argument I know that at-
tempts to prove the universal moral impera-
tive to respect others' rights (Le. the
nonaggression axiom) ultimately fails when
stripped of verbiage and put into proposi-
tional form. Instead of proving that onemust
always respect rights, such arguments prove
that rights must sometimes be respected.
This conclusion has no significant impact on
social or political theory.
The task of those seeking to establish the
libertarian ethic is not simply to show that
people possess rights that must be respected
at some times andin some ways, but to show
that the rights must berespected universally,
in all contexts and in all ways. Hoppe fails at
this task, as others havefailed before him.
What course should libertarian moral
thinkers pursue? Instead of attempting to
prove that respect for human rights must be
absolute and universal, which has been the
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approach of most contemporary libertarians
(e.g. Rand, Hoppe, Rothbard), libertarian
thinkers should seek to demonstrate that the
respect for rights shouldbemaximized.
This approach has three advantages. First,
it can avoid the traps and pitfalls that cause
such arguments to fail, either because their
conclusions are trivial or because they fail to
follow from their premises. Second, it can
Consider the following argu-
ment, similar in form to Hoppes's:
Life requires food; to live one must
eat. Therefore all living people eat.
Does this mean that all living peo-
ple are constantly eating?
avoid the silly moral dilemmas that intrude
into so many discussions premised on the ex-
istence of mysterious "natural rights." And
third, it can be pursued by economic and
utilitarian arguments, an approach that
promises wider acceptance, since it speaks in
a vernacular that is comprehensible to most
people.
The thinking that results from this ap-
proach, as exemplified by the work of such
figures as Mises and Buchanan, is not only
respectable, but true. And this is the greatest
advantage of all.
One Muddle After Another
by David Ramsay Steele
If I have understood Hans-Hermann Hoppe's
argument, itis unsound. Maybe I haven't un-
derstood it, in which case it is too obscure
and he needs to elucidate it. By pointing ou;
some shortcomings of Hoppe's apparent ar-
gument, I may encourage him to explain pre-
cisely how his actual argument differs from
his apparent argument.
Hoppe claims that "the libertarian private
property ethic" is "the praxeological presup-
position of argumentation." What does he
mean by "praxeological presupposition"? As
an illustration, he cites: "people are, and al-
ways shall be indifferent towards doing
things." Hoppe contends that this proposi-
tion is IIfalsified" by the fact that it is uttered.
I think I see his point. He defines "indiffer-
ent" so that people cannot do anything if
they are indifferent to it, and he defines "do-
ing things" so thatitincludes "utteringprop-
ositions." Hence, the proposition that people
are always indifferent towards doing things
entails that people never utter propositions,
and is therefore, as he aptly puts it, "belied"
by the uttering of that proposition (unless the
utterer is not a person). "Praxeological pre-
supposition" evidently means the absence
of any state of affairs-in this instance, that
people are always indifferent towards doing
things-whose description contradicts what
is being asserted.
A simpler case would be someone saying
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'No one ever says anything." This assertion
is, loosely speaking, refutedby the act ofsay-
ingit. Ifsomeone says something (anything),
he thereby provides good evidence thatit is
not the case that no one ever says anything.
This sort of thing is usually called a "prag-
matic paradox" or "performativeinconsisten-
cy." It owes nothing to Mises or praxeology.
One might be tempted to call it a "self-
contradiction," but strictly speaking, a propo-
sition can be contradicted only by another
proposition, and the person in question has
not stated: "1 am saying something." ("No
one ever says anything" could also be inter-
preted differently, as a claim, perhaps by a
Buddhist, that egos or selves are not really
the initiators of thoughts and propositions,
that propositions arenotutteredbypersons,
but happen to them. To avoid taking sides in
that controversy, we could change the sen-
tence "No one ever says anything" to "No
proposition everhappens," retainingthe self-
refutation.)
Note that this "belying" wouldnotariseif
someone said: "No one ever should say any-
thing." No self-refutation occurs here, since
the statement "Someone says something"
(tense indeterminate) or "I am saying some-
thing" doesn't contradict the statement "No
one ever should say anything." (Self-
refutation or ''belying'' would occurifsome-
one wrote a book arguing that no one ever
writes books, but no self-refutation or bely-
ing occursifsomeone writes a book arguing
that no one ever shouldwrite books. Itwould
seem to follow, of course, that the author of
such a book was doing something he, by his
own standards, shouldn'tdo, but this is quite
Self-refutation or "belying"
would occur if someone wrote a
book arguing that no one ever
writes books, but no self-refutation
or belying occurs ifsomeone writes
a book arguing that no one ever
should write books.
feasible-it happens all the time and there is.
nothing absurd about it-and even this "in-
consistency" could be removed by changing
the example so that someone-William
Morris? T. S.' Eliot? Marshall McLuhan?-
writes a book arguing that weought to create
a state of affairs where no one writes books,
Le., ''No one shouldever write books" in this
case means "There should prevail a state of
affairs where no one ever writes books."
Here there is no inconsistency of any kind-
this proposition might even (along with one
or two descriptive propositions) imply that a
book should be written, if it happened to be
the case, for instance, that writing a book was
an effective way to bring about a state of af-
fairs wherenoone wrote books, as voting for
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Hitler in 1933 was an effective way to bring
about a state of affairs where no one voted.)
Hoppe apparently holds that to say "I fa-
vor a non-libertarian ethic" is self-refutingin
the same way as "No one ever says any-
thing." But whereas it is clear that by saying
something one is providing conclusive evi-
dence for the proposition "Someone says
something," which contradicts "No one ever
says anything,"it is far from clear that some-
one who merely utters any proposition is
providing evidence for a proposition which
contradicts "I favor a non-libertarian ethic."
In the case of "No one ever says any-
thing," the speaker is performing an action
the fact of whose performance is denied by
what he says, because what he says denies
the fact of the performance of an entire class
of actions to which the action he is perform-
ing belongs. No such relationship holds be-
tween "I favor a non-libertarian ethic" and
the performance of the action of saying this,
since "I favor a non-libertarian ethic" is not a
factual statementabout a class of actions, and
I don't see how a factual statement about a
class of actions can be extracted from it.
Hoppe seems to vaguely sketch an argu-
mentsomethinglike thefollowing. For a per-
son to utter a proposition requires that hehas
exclusive control overhis own body. To have
exclusive control over one's bodyis to have a
property right in one's body, and vice versa.
To have private property is to be in favor of
privateproperty, and vice versa. To havepri-
vate property is to be in favor of private
property, and vice versa. To say "I favor a
non-libertarian ethic" is to be against private
property, and vice versa. There is a contra-
diction between being against private prop-
erty and being in favor of private property.
Hence, there is a contradiction between utter-
inga proposition andbeinginfavor of a non-
libertarian ethic. This argument is defective
in several ways:
1. To utter a proposition is not to haveex-
clusive control over one's body. Slaves may
utterpropositions. In many societies the bod-
ies of wives have been in some respects un-
der the control of their husbands, but these
wives have been able to utter propositions.
2. It is correct that to have exclusive con-
trol.over one's body is to have a property
right in one's body; at least, I accept this as a
good usageof "property right," and I am
prepared to set aside the problem of defining
"exclusive control" so that when two people
collide we can somehowdefine their respec-
tive spheres of control as "exclusive." The
converse is wrong, however. One can have a
property right in one's body without having
exclusive control over it, just as one can have
a property right in any resource without ex-
clusive control over it. (One could define
propertyrights so that they were confined to
cases of exclusive control, but, apart from the
problems of defining "exclusive," this would
have unwanted consequences; for instance,
taken together with some of Hoppe's other
usages, such as the identification of private
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property with libertarianism, any instance of
non-exclusive rights, such as Jights of flying
over land but not exclusively controlling the
airspace, wouldprevent a society from being
libertarian.)
3. Itis correct that to haveprivate proper-
ty in one'sbody is to have (some amount of)
private property, but the converse is wrong.
Slaves can have their own private posses-
sions, though they do not own their bodies.
(One might want to say that in this case, they
musthave some element of propertyright in,
or control over, their own bodies-they are
If it were really the case that a
libertarian ethic were the praxeolog-
ical presupposition of proposition-
making it would follow that all soci-
eties in which propositions were ut-
tered, including our existing
society, would be libertarian.
not "pure slaves"-but this would reinforce
the point that a property right doesn't neces-
sarily or usuallymean exclusive control.)
4. It is mistaken to hold that having pri-
vate property is being in favor of private
property, or vice versa. Someone who owns
private property might be against private
property. Someone who owns no private
propertymight bein favor of privateproper-
ty. Acting so as to exercise a right is not ne-
cessarily to claim or endorse that right, and
does not commit one to favor that right.
If it were true that the implementation of
a non-libertarian, anti-private property ethic
wouldsomehowprevent anyone's being able
to utter any proposition, this wouldcertainly
be a devastating argument against a non-
libertarian ethic, though it would be an argu-
ment of the kind against which Hoppe has
some unpleasant things to say, resting as it
does on the "matter of subjective whim, void
of anyjustification beyond the mere fact of
being liked," to wit, that people prefer a so-
cial order in which individuals are able to ut-
ter propositions. But in any case, such an
argument would be manifestly wrong: most
historical and present-day societies were and
are non-libertarian, but in every society indi-
viduals utter propositions. If it were really
the case that a libertarian ethic were the prax-
eological presupposition of proposition-
making, in the same sense that non-
indifference is the praxeological presupposi-
tionofproposition-making, then it wouldfol-
low that all societies in which propositions
were uttered, including out existtn~l_society,
would be libertarian, just as th¢Y.\:are all
"non-indifferent." ...1.:<"
Hoppe also ~9ntends that uttering propo-
sitions necessarily involves the appropriation
of scarce resources "through homesteading
action," because otherwise one could not be
alive, and thus could not utter propositions.Volume2, Number2
But many societies have enabled individuals
to survive, without implementinga system of
private property, and even where private
property exists, itis often not customarily ap-
propriated through homesteading, but, for
instance, through a decision of the political
rulers. Hoppe says: "For if no one had the
right to control anything at all, except his
own body, then we would all cease to exist."
There are two mistakes here: 1. Itis necessary
that people control things to be able to con-
tinue to exist, butitis not necessary that peo-
ple have a right to control things in order to
control things. (A soldier may control "his"
rifle, yet he may have no right to control it;
that is, he controls it only as long as his su-
perior officer says he may, and only in the
ways permittedby the superior officer. Ifone
calls even this the soldier's "right," then that
renders the "right" useless for Hoppe's argu-
ment, as well as adding force to my next
point.) 2. The right to control something is
not necessarily appropriation of private
property, let alone appropriation of private
property by homesteading. Many of the his-
torical non-private propertysystems have en-
abled people to control things, and even
given individuals limited rights to control
things. Thus, a hunting tribe may survive
very well, givingindividualslimitedrights to
control game, without ever permitting any
individual to own outright (in the Lockean
sense) a piece of land or an animal. Nothing
prevents the members of such a tribe from
uttering propositions, and when they do,
they're not necessarily belying anything they
say.
It is of course truistical that, to be able to
utter a proposition, a person must have some
degree of control over his body, but this de-
gree of control is permitted to him in all his-
torical property systems and in all property
systems that have ever been proposed. Even
if someone advocated a property system
which did not permit all or most of its mem-
bers to utter propositions, though this would
be bizarre, it would not be self-refuting in the
sense Hoppe wants, because the advocacy
would refer to a possible future system, and
not to the system within which the advocacy
was being uttered.
Hoppe further claims to use his "praxeo-
logical proof" to show the "praxeological ab-
surdity" of any "consequentialist ethic,"
though in fact he here simply presents a new
argument,ifan equally unconvincing one. It
seems to me that a consequentialist is in a po-
sition analogous to that of an advocate of
public health measures, such as clean water.
At time TI a certain system of rights is advo-
cated. At time T2 this system is implemented.
At time T3 it has the beneficial consequences
foreseen at TI. This is, according to Misesian
praxeology, the only possible pattern of ra-
tional action: the employment of means be-
cause it is foreseen that they will lead to a
desired end. The idea that consequentialism
somehowinvolves "waitingfor the outcome"
before assigning rights is just a very elemen-
tarymisunderstanding.
The argument I have been examInIng
throughout this article is one muddle after
another andfalls apartrather dramatically in
several places. But this argument is perhaps
not Hans-Hermann Hoppe's-it is my at-
tempt to guess what his argument might be.
However, any such argument must show
that "I favor a libertarian ethic" follows from
"I am saying something," andit seems obvi-
ous to me that this cannotbeshown.
A Matter of Degree
by MitchellJones
In order to argue youmust be alive. And that
means you must have sufficient access to
property-to food and other necessities-to
maintain your life. But having some degree
of access to property is not the same as hav-
ing your property rights respected. Slaves in
the Soviet Gulag generally have enough ac-
cess to propertyto maintain life and the abili-
ty to argue, and they doubtless argue from
time to.time. Yet few would allege that their
property rights are respected.
Moreover, even if being alive did require
the enjoyment of private property without
interference, that would still not be the same
as having a right to enjoy property without in-
terference. Being alive surely presupposesac-
cess to food; but, just as surely, it does not
presuppose that you have a right to access to
food, or even that the particular food to
which you have access is yours by right.
(Consuming stolen food can sustain life and
the ability to argue.)
Hoppe maintains that, "Anyone who
would try to justify any norm of whatever
content must already presuppose an exclu-
sive right of control of his body simply in or-
der to say, 'I propose such and such.'" Can
he really not see the difference between say-
ing, "To speakyoumust have controlofyour
vocal apparatus," andsaying, "To speak, you
must have a right to control your vocal appa-
ratus"? Does hereally intend to makenodis-
tinction between having control of a piece of
propertyandhaving the right to controlit? He
repeats this error over and over. He says: "If
no onehad the rights to control anything at all,
except his own body, then we would cease to
exist and the problem ofjustifyingnorms-as
well as all other human problems-simply
would not exist" [emphasis mine].
Some degree of access to and control of
propertyis necessary to human survival, and
this applies both to the survival of individu-
als and to the survival of social groups. Proof
of this, however, is quite a different thing
from proof that the private property system
contained in the theory of natural rights is
necessary to human survival and, hence, is
necessary to propositional argumentation.
The former proof is a simple matter; the lat-
ter, most assuredly, is not.
I am a believer in the theory of natural
rights. But this does not obligate me to en-
dorse blindly every argument that is offered
in its support. The cause of liberty is poorly
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served when its proponentsmarch into battle
with unsound arguments. Natural rights can-
not be validated by ethical argument or by
economic ("praxeological") argument be-
cause they are the product ofjurisprudence.
Historically, the doctrine of natural rights
goes back to the tradition of English
Common Law. This tradition developed over
a period of some 600 years, during which
English judgeshad an incentive, in most cas-
es, to maintain a strict impartiality and to at-
tempt the reasoned settlement of disputes.
Natural rights are the juridical methodology
Can he really not see the differ-
ence between saying, liTo speak you
must have control of your vocal ap-
paratus," and saying, liTo speak,
you must have a right to control
your vocal apparatus"?
which resulted from this attempt, and which
necessarily must result whenever judges
make a sustained attempt to settle disputes
on the basis of reason. The same methodolo-
gyaroseindependently, from the same cause,
in the courts of the Roman Republic. To the
Romans, the methodology was known as jus
naturale, or naturaljustice.
A Retreat From Marginalism
byTimothyVirkkala
The striking thing about Hans Hoppe's
"praxeological proof" of the libertarian, pri-
vate-property ethic is not that itis a string of
non sequiturs wound around an assumed
ideal of "consistency"-afterall, certain types
of minds enjoy such things, and many liber-
tarians have produced similarly pointless ar-
guments. What is striking about Hoppe's
contribution is that such an Un-Misesian
thing could be perpetrated by a devotee of
Mises, all in the name of Mises and
praxeology.
Hoppe has emph?sized the most contro-
versial (and least defensible) aspect of the
Misesian formulation ofpraxeology-the so-
called "a priorism"-and allowed his obses-
sion with this to derail his understanding of
the whole point of praxeology. Praxeology is
a philosophical discipline that can be used in
a great variety of contexts to help us under-
stand, interpret and explain human action. It
cannot prove this or that ethical system, this
or that value. Mises was very clear on this: he
stated, over and over again, that the praxeol-
agist has no scientific warrant to claim that
one value a person has is superior to another
value that sameperson has, even when those
values seem to conflict. (When a person
makes a long term plan and then spontane-
ouslyacts in a way that unsettles the plan, for
example, Mises argued that that person, de-
spite his inconstancy, has nevertheless acted
consistently in a praxeological sense.)
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Likewise, praxeologists have no warrant to
prefer the values ofone person over another.
By concentrating on "a priorism" Hoppe
hasfallen into the error ofregarding ethics as
not primarily made up of values. He has fal-
len short of a genuinely praxeological under-
standing of ethics, and has not realized that
even "objective" standards must be argued
for in terms of values andpreferences.
(It may be true that argumentation pre-
supposes a value system, but the normative
underpinning of argumentation may be
something as humdrum and as minimal as
logic [this was C. S. Peirce's opinion]. And
logic does not have anything very substan-
tive to offer ethical and political theory.)
Arguing to demonstratefacts andarguing
to "demonstrate" values are two very, very
different things. Facts can beproven, butval-
ues cannot. The fact/value dichotomy is as-
sumed by Mises and lies at the heart of
praxeology.
When a person argues with another per-
son for the value of something his effective
arguments will resemble an argument about
facts only when he is trying to demonstrate
instrumental val.ue-for instances, when he
tries to show that a thinghas a high marginal
productivity in a given process of produc-
tion, or when he expects that a certain person
will fetch a good price on a slave market.
Arguing to demonstrate facts
and arguing to 1/demonstrate" val-
ues are two very, very different
things. Facts can be proven, but val-
ues cannot. The fact/value dichoto-
tny is assumed by Mises and lies at
the heart ofpraxeology.
These values are productive of other values,
and sometimes their productivity can be
measured in an objective sense. But the val-
ues which they promote cannotbe measured,
and arguments for those ultimate (or, for the
economist, consumer) values cannot be
argued for in the same manner. Values are
neither "true" nor "false," but approved of or
not. They varyin intensity, and they are sub-
jective. My values are not your values, and
you cannot demonstrate by a string of syllo-
gisms that I am wrong and you are right.
People are convinced of ethical systems
and values for practical reasons, reasons that
are more concerned with pleasure and pain,
satisfaction and dissatisfaction, than with the
narrower realm of truth and facts. Effective
ethical arguments tend to look like this:
"Consider the effects of acting that way-
don't you see thatit leads to misery?"
"Consider your longer term desires-the
plan you now follow does not take into ac-
count your likely future desires. Extend your
time horizon!"
"How would you like it if someone did
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that to you? Just imagine what that person
feels like now that youhave done that!"
"If you do this, I will have no respect for
you as a person."
"If you do that, I will feel perfectly justi-
fied in coercing you."
These arguments provide practical rea-
sons for a person to act in such and such a
way, to avoid this or that consequence.
Praxeology can help us understand ethical
reasoning, but it cannot help "prove" any
particularmorality. Of course, those whoun-
derstand what is going on when people mo-
ralize are more apt to make better judgments
(according to their own lights) about the ethi-
cal and political norms they will support and
act upon. I suspect that, just as people who
have a praxeological understanding of eco-
nomicissues tend to supportfree markets, so
will those who gain a praxeological under-
standing of ethical suasion corne to favor li-
bertarianism. But never, ever will
libertarianism be "proved."
Most amusingabout Hoppe's argument is
how it seems to be a retreat from marginal-
ism, the central insight of praxeology and of
modern economic thought in general. The er-
ror of the classical economists was to think in
terms of classes of goods: "labor" and "wa-
ter" and "diamonds." Because of this, they
were very confused by the reality of subjec-
tive value. They would say things like,
"Surely water is more valuable than dia-
monds-after all, without water, we would
all die of thirst!-but diamonds are neverthe-
less more highly valued in the marketplace."
The solution to this problem that Carl
Menger and other economists of the "mar-
ginalist revolution" discovered was that peo-
ple choose-and thus evaluate-discrete,
specific goods, not classes of goods. The
scarcity of diamonds tended to makeindivid-
ual diamonds more valuable than ubiquitous
water; in the desert, however, water becomes
scarce and both its subjective value and its
price tend to rise.
Hoppe seems not to have realized that
theorists attempting to link praxeology with
ethics by way of "argumentation" should
take the hint from marginalist economics,
and avoid falling into the trap of thinking in
terms of whole classes of activities instead of
discrete acts and particular arguments. The
fact that I argue nowsays no more about oth-
er activities I may engage in at other times
than the fact that at present I value diamonds
greater than water says about how I will
evaluate the two when I am dying of thirst in
the desert.
A "morality" is a system of norms and
ideals that people articulate to influence the
behavior of themselves and others.
Sometimes their arguments will provide ego-
istic reasons for acceptance; other times they
will try to promote empathy and altruism;
still other times they will threaten people
with the withholding of respect; other times
they will threaten with initiating or retaliat-
ing with coercion. These four types of argu-
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ments are very different, and all are present
inevery robust system ofethics, including the
fairly narrow libertarian political ethics.
People choose to argue as they do for reasons
that are quite explicable to the praxeologist.
But since Hoppe does not consider these
forms of argumentation-the only types of
arguments in ethics that arereally relevent to
praxeology-one should question how
"praxeological" his reasoning is atall.
Hoppe's use of Mises is a misuse. Had
Hoppe not mentionedMises over and over, I
would never thought of Mises as a forerun-
ner to his work. Moreover, the counter-
Misesian nature of his enterprise has disas-
trous effects: his argument for freedom is in-
effective, unable to persuade normal people
who-as every good praxeologist knows-
seek advantages and satisfactions. By avoid-
ing any appeal to valueshehas articulatedan
argument that is not merely "wrong," but




Is Jfugen Habermasreally a libertarian?
The question is notexactly accurate or fair
to Professor Hoppe. Hoppe's "argumentation
ethics" is not exactly the same as the neo-
Marxist Jurgen Habermas's famous "dis-
course ethics," but there can beno doubt that
Hoppe is following a strategy similar to that
of Habermas. Both claim that certain norms
are presupposed by the activity of arguing
for the truth orfalsehood ofpropositions and
that these norms are crucial to understanding
not only what reason is but whatindeedfacts
are. Further, there can be no doubt that the
shadow of Kant looms over both; for they
each ask in their own way this transcendental
question-What are the conditions for the
possibility of argumentation?
In manyrespects Hoppe'sviews are clear-
er than Habermas', and that, thank goodness,
is all I need say here.
Hoppe seeks to showthat the proposition
"Lockean.private property ethics is without
rational foundation" is false, and it is false
because the very activity of arguing for this
proposition, or for that matter any other
proposition, presupposes that the proposi-
tion "Every humanbeing has a right to exclu-
sive use of his body andhis property" is true.
In other words, a necessary condition for the
very possibility of the activity of arguing for
the truth or falsehood of any proposition is
the truth of the Lockean private property eth-
ic. Thus, anyone who engages in the activity
of arguing for the truth of the proposition
"Lockean private property ethics is without
rational foundation" is involved in a perfor-
mative self-contradiction; for the activity of
arguing for this proposition could not exist
unlessit were true that people had Lockean
rights. The contradiction involved is not se-
mantic, butpractical-itpertains to the activi-
ty of arguing for a proposition. The
contradiction would be like someone sayingVolume 2, Number2
"Speech acts do not exist"-the truth of this
proposition would be in conflict with the ac-
tivity which makes its existence as a proposi-
tion possible.
Does this argument work? Transcendental
arguments are always tricky, especially this
one. It is tricky not only becauseit involves a
claim about an ethics that is allegedly inher-
ent to the activity of arguingbut also because
it holds that the very activity of evaluating
Hoppe'sargument that I am beginning to en-
gage in here and now presupposes that peo-
ple have Lockean rights. Thus, if I argue for
the truth of the proposition "Hoppe'sargu-
ment does not provide a rational justification
for Lockean rights," he will claim that I am
involvedin a performative self-contradiction,
and thus the claim that people have Lockean
rights is justified. So, it seems that his argu-
ment is unassailable. Yet, a transcendental ar-
gument can nonetheless be evaluated. We
oughtnot accept Hoppe's claim that Lockean
rights are necessary for the possibility of ar-
gumentation merely on faith. We ought to
examine h~s argument. I will do so by an-
swering three questions concerning his argu-
ment: (I) Does Hoppe's transcendental
argument meet the conditions that are neces-
sary for such an argument to be successful?
(II) Does he uphold his claim to justify
Lockean rights without appeal to some nor-
mative premise? (III) What difference does
his argument make to how someone should
act?
Trancendental Meditations
A transcendental argument seeks to show
that something, call it X, cannot be rejected
and must be accepted as true because the
veryprocess of rejecting Xdepends on some-
thing else, call it Y-ing, and Y-ing could not
exist unless X were the case. X is necessary
for the very possibility of Y-ing. For a trans-
cendental argument to work two thingsmust
be the case: (1) Y-ing is something that is un-
avoidable; and (2) X is indeed necessary for
the very possibility of Y-ing. In other words,
a universal negative proposition, "No Y-ing
is possible unless Xis the case," must be true.
A transcendental argument is no better than
the unavoidability of Y-ing and the truth of
the universal negativeproposition itimplicit-
ly affirms. In Hoppe's case, is argumentation
(Y-ing) something which is unavoidable, and
is there no possible way to engage in argu-
mentation (Y-ing) other than through the ac-
ceptance of the truth of Lockean rights (X)?
Hoppe sees argumentation as the means
by which we justify propositions.
Argumentation is a cognitive activity. It is
how we come to know what the truth is or
what the facts are. It is usually an activity
that involves others, but it does not have to.
One can argue for a proposition in order to
convince others or just oneself (in Hoppe's
terms, "as an internal thought").
Argumentation does not, however, consist in
free-floating propositions. Propositions do
not exist unless there is an individualhuman
being who decides to take the time and effort
to propose propositions.
Is argumentation somethingunavoidable?
This is hard to say, because Hoppe really
says very little about what argumentation is.
Is it the case that we only knowpropositions
to be true through argumentation? Are per-
ceptualjudgment, known to be true by argu-
mentation? What of so-called "self-evident"
truths? Is, for example, "A whole is greater
than one of its parts," known to be true be-
cause of argumentation? I assume that
Hoppe does not confine argumentation to de-
ductive argumentation, but what are the lim-
its on his notion of argumentation? Also, are
we to assume that there is no such thing as
nonpropositional knowledge? What of per-
ception, conception, intuition, and even reve-
lation? If there is nonpropositional
knowledge or if we know some propositions
to be true without argumentation, then argu-
mentation seems not to be necessary for
knowledge or justifying all truth claims and
does appear to be avoidable in those cases.
Even if there is nonpropositional knowl-
edge and nonargumentative means ofjustify-
ing a proposition's truth, it might, however,
be the case that the type of knowledge that is
most important is just that whichis acquired
by argumentative means. We want to know
not merely that something is so, but why it is
so. Giving reasons as to why something is
true is what cognitively matters most. Can
people avoid doing this? Trying to showwhy
what they believe is true is actually true is
something that people do not have to do. My
experience has.been that it certainly seems
possible for people to avoid engaging in any
attempt to justify their beliefs. Indeed, many
fervently have no desire to engage in argu-
mentation. Further, there are others for
whom there is not even a reason why they do
not try to investigate the truth orfalsehood of
their beliefs, they just do not bother. It never
enters their mind. To the extent people
choose to know the what's and why's of the
world, argumentation, broadly conceived, is
unavoidable, but to the extent people do not
choose to know the what's and why's, it
seems somethingquite avoidable.
It seems that if Hoppe's argument works,
it will work for people who care about justi-
fying their beliefs; for those that do not care,
then the argument does not succeed. Those
that do not care to argue may even have be-
liefs that amount to a denial of Lockean
rights, but since they do not engage in argu-
mentation, they are not caught in any practi-
cal inconsistency.
Hoppe claims that no activity of arguing
is possible unless people have Lockean
rights, because ifsomeone does not have ex-
clusive use and control over his own body,
e.g., his brain, mouth, tongue, and vocal
cords, then arguments for propositions can-
not be made. Moreover, if there is not a hu-
man being who can in general use his entire
body as he sees fit, there cannot really be any
argumentation. The ability exclusively to use
and control one's body explains the unique
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feature ofpropositionalexchanges: the recog-
nition that there are differing views-what
Hoppe calls "agreeing on the fact that there is
disagreement." A universe in whL. no one
has exclusive control over his body is a uni-
verse in which argumentation cannot occur.
Itis, however, by no means clear why the
ability to exereise-exclusilre(:ontrol over one's
bodyis necessaryin order to explain the sup-
posedly distinctive feature of propositional
exchanges, namely, the agreement that there
is disagreement. This claim requires further
defense and development. Yet, even if it is
It seems by equivocating on the
term "rights," Hoppe is guilty of
smuggling a normative premise
into what he claims is a "value-
free" justification of the Lockean
private property ethic.
granted that exclusive control not only of cer-
tain body parts but one's entire body is re-
quired for argumentation to occur, why is it
necessary for everyone to have such control
over his body? If one can argue with one-
self-assert a proposition as "an internal
thought"-why is it necessary that there be
others who can exclusively control their bod-
ies? Is not it possiblefor there to be some phi-
losopher-king who has either absolute or
partial control over what others can do with
their bodies and nonetheless engages in argu-
mentation with himselfregarding what prop-
ositions are true and what are false?
Itseems that Hoppe has a suppressedpre-
mise-namely, argumentation is necessarily
an intersubjective process. Ifone did not first
argue with others, one could not argue with
oneself. Yet, it is not at all obvious why this
must be the case. Hoppe might contend that
argumentation is necessarily intersubjective
becauseitinvolves language and the function
of language is communication with others.
This gambit does not, however, work. The
primary function oflanguage is not commu-
nication butcognition-ifone is to communi-
cate with others, one must first have
something to communicate. Without lan-
guage thought would be severely limited;
only abstraction for which there was a direct
referent would be possible. Yet, there is noth-
ing necessarily intersubjective about
cognition.
I do not thinkit is necessary to become a
Cartesian "ego" to claim that determining the
"validity" of propositions is not necessarily
something intersubjective. Thus, I see no rea-
son why everyone must have exclusive use
and control over his entire body in order for
the activity of argumentation to exist. Why
not only one? Or, why not just an elite few?
Finally, as I think of it, why would it be im-
possible for slaves to consider whether the
propositions the philosopher-king proposes
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are true or false? Admittedly, they might not
have much of a motivation to do so, but I
don't think it is impossible. But that's what
Hoppehas to show. I believe thereis much to
Hoppe's position that is unstated. Perhaps, it
is in his book.
Value-Free Presuppositions?
So far, I have spoken of whether it is ne~
cessary for everyone to have exclusive use
and control ofhis bodyin order for the activ-
ity of argumentation to exist, but these are
not Professor Hoppe's exact words. He
speaks of "one's right to make exclusive use
of one's physical body." What does hemean,
however, by the term "right"? Does he mean
power, ability? Or does he mean a moral en-
titlement that a human being has that obli-
gates othersto respect this right? I assumehe
means the latter, but I do not see how he jus-
tifies this sense of the term "right." Evenifit
is granted that everyonemust have exclusive
use and control over his entire body in order
for the activityof argumentation to exist, that
is still not the same as claiming that everyone
has a right to have exclusive use and control
over his body. The latter claim is normative
in character, while the former is not. In other
words, there is an equivocation in Hoppe's
argument between a conception of rights
which is about nothing more than a power
that someone has which implies no duties on
the part of others-this is a Hobbesian view
of rights-and a conception of rights which
expresses an entitlement that imposes a mo-
ral duty on others to respect a person's deci-
sion on how to use his body-this is, pace
"Strausseans," a Lockean view of rights.
Perhaps Hoppe does not really mean to
argue for Lockean rights but for something
like Hobbesian rights. Yet, this does not seem
to work. Let it be granted that if I choose to '
argue with others, then they must have con-
trol over their bodies; but if I do not so
choose or if I no longer choose to continue
the argument, why must they have the pow-
er to control their bodies? Since there is no
moral duty involved and since I no longer
wish to argue with them, there is nothing
more that can be said on their behalf.
It seems by equivocating on the term
"rights," Hoppeis guilty of smuggling a nor-
mative premise into whathe claims is a "val-
ue-free" justification of the Lockean private
property ethic.
So What?
Assuming that Hoppe does succeed in
showing that there is a practical inconsisten-
cy involvedfor anyone who engagesin argu-
mentation and denies Lockean rights, what
difference does any of this make to how one
acts? Why ought the contradictory character
of one's arguing against Lockean rights pro-
vide any reason for one to stop arguing
against Lockean rights? Why ought one no
longer claim that Lockean rights are unjusti-
fied? Certainly, one is caught in a performa-
tive self-contradiction, and so one cannot
justifiably deny Lockean rights, but unless
there issome normative premise which states
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"One ought not conduct oneself in a perfor-
matively self-contradictorymanner," I do not
see how Hoppe's a priori, "value-free" argu-
ment has provided any reason why one
ought to stop arguing that Lockean rights are
unjustified. And if this is true at the level of
argumentative acts, then I do not see how he
has provided any reason why other human
actions shouldbe conductedin a manner that
respects Lockean rights.
Another way of making this point is to
consider the propositional exchanges be-
tween Thrasymachus andSocrates in the first
book of Plato's Republic. If there are no nor-
mative truths, if might makes right as
Thrasymachusclaims, then thereisno reason
for Thrasymachus to participatein the dialec-
tic andcertainly no reason for him to stop ad-
vancing his claims because he seems to be
defeated by Socrates. Thrasymachus's ulti-
mate point is simply that there is no reason
why he should play the argumentation
"game." Coercion, violence, andintimidation
are among the available options. This is one
of the reasons Plato is concerned with ethics.
Hoppe needs to show similar concern.
Hoppe cannotignore ethics and hope to pro-
vide anyone with a reason why they ought to
act differently.
Argumentation, like any otherform ofhu-
man conduct, has normative preconditions.
Also, we must already have a moral "must"
if we are to have any reason to care about a
logical "must." This is, however, a matter of
ontology and not a priori conditions, but this
is not the place to consider these issues.
Finally, I want to make it clear that I have
found Professor Hoppe's argument most in-
teresting and hope to see a more detailed
presentation of it in thefuture.
Ethics Without Philosophy
byTibor M. Machan
Prof. Hoppe takes the necessity of being con-
sistent for granted. But in an age of
Feyerabendian nihilists, ontological relati-
vists, existentialist absurdists, and the like,
some effort is necessary to ground this de-
mand for consistency. Ultimately the de-
mand has to be granted, lest we dispense
with meaningfulness. I do not, however,
think it can be taken as a given.
This pointis important because Hoppe re-
lies on the alleged self-referentialinconsisten-
cy of the value-free stance. His own position
depends on the idea that (a) onemust be con-
sistent, (b) the proposition as to the impor-
tance of the value-free stance for certain
purposesmight be particularized sufficiently
not to imply any further truth about any-
thing. Both of these must be demonstrated.
Hoppe demonstratesneither.
Neither does he make any clear connec-
tion betweenjusticeand the making of valid-
ity-claiming propositions. By "asserting any
proposition" does one in fact demonstrate
"one's preference for the willingness to rely
on argumentative means in convincing one-
self or others of something"? This could only
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be true if what one did were always a func-
tion of a preference. Yet I take medicine not
because I preferit but because, under the cir-
cumstances of having an ailment, it is some-
thing I ought to do. I definitely don't prefer
doing it, except in the sense that I preferit to
having a disease. To claim that I must prefer
it since I do it (the sense that is relevant to
Hoppe's argument) is to rob the concept
"preference" of its distinctive meaning as a
type of attitude or disposition ofmind.
There is yet another serious problem. The
fact that people are caught in the web of
proposition-assertion does not show that it
has ethical value; it shows only that people
treat it, perhaps quite mistakenly, as having
value. They could be wrong, as some envi-
ronmentalists argue, and Hoppe needs. to
showthat they are right. This is why the neo-
Aristotelian Objectivist approach to ethics de-
fends the value ofhuman life and the morality
of living it. It'snotenough to take that as im-
plied by the possibly lamentable fact of peo-
pie's taking actions.
Now let me focus on something Hoppe
apparently shares with Ludwig von Mises, a
priorism. He says that one can rest under-
standinghuman action on "reflection ([since]
one does not see actions, but rather inter-
prets certain physical phenomena as ac-
tions!)" and that "it [von Mises's theory]
cannot possible be invalidated by any experi-
ence whatsoever, because any attempt to do
so wouldalready presupposean action (after
all, experiencing something is itself an inten-
tional action)."
One can certainly "experience
something"-a heart attack, an
earthquake, or even the sight of an
onrushing truck-without one's in-
tending to experience it.
This lastis quite implausible. One can cer-
tainly "experience something"-a heart at-
tack, an earthquake, or even the sight of an
onrushing truck-without one's intending to
experience it.
All this talk of interpretation is disturb-
ingly loose. Why should one interpret some-
thing as action rather than as behavior?
Perhaps that interpretation results from an
argument that because human action is very
complicated and issues in a great variety of
kinds and types or results, it must take a dif-
ferent form from that of the behavior of, say,
monkeys. But what role does evidence play
in the decision to settle on that interpretation
rather than on one that invokes, say, God as
puppeteer and persons as His puppets? This
would be a deficient interpretation, but the
problem here is the need to use evidence for
our interpretations. Human action is not an a
priori concept requiring no evidence for its
support.
The English philosopher and scholar ofby Hans-Hermann Hoppe
... and the Author Responds ...
Utilitarians and Randians vs Reason
Volume2, Number2
Austrian philosophy, Professor Barry Smith,
has clearly shown the mistake that Mises' a
priorism makes at the epistemological level.
Smith directs us to Menger rather than to
Mises for the philosophical foundations of
the argument for laissez-faire. Hoppe should
follow in Menger's footsteps rather than
Mises'.
Why do so many people prefer an a priori
political ethics to themore sensible view that
political morality must rest on personal mo-
rality? In part, the reason seems to be that a
priorism helps libertarians evade the bother-
some task ofnot justhaVing to select a sound
political viewpoint but actually having to ad-
here to somesound personal ethics. The phe-
nomenon is yet another aspect of the bane of
I
t is neither possible nor worthwhile to
address all of the points brought up in
the foregone discussion. I will
concentrate on those critics who come out
most vehemently against my argument-all
of them utilitarians of sorts. I will then
comment briefly on the Randian type of
reaction.
Amazingly, Friedman, Yeager, Steele,
Waters, Virkkala, and Jones believe I must
have overlooked the fact that all existingsoci-
eties are less than fully libertarian (that there
is slavery, the gulag, or that husbands own
wives, etc.), and that this somehow invali-
dates my argument. Yet obviously, I would
hardly have written this article if it hadbeen
my opinion that libertarianism were already
prevalent. Thus, it should have been clear
thatit was precisely this non-libertarian char-
acter of reality which motivated me to show
something quite different: why such a state
of affairs cannot be justified. Citing facts like
slavery as a counterexample is roughly on a
par with refuting the proof that 1+1=2 by
pointing out that someone has just come up
with 3 as an answer-and about as
ridiculous.
To restate my claim: Whether or not
something is true, false, or undecidable;
whether or not it has been justified; what is
required in order to justify it; whether I, my
opponents, or none of us is right-all of this
must be decided in the course of
argumentation. This proposition is trueaprio-
ri, because it cannot be denied without af-
firming itin the act ofdenyingit. One cannot
argue that one cannot argue, and one cannot
classical liberalism-the escape from morali-
tyand the attempt to forge politics withoutit.
It used to be thought that this escape was ne-
cessary so as to rebuffpolitical authoritarian-
ism-ifnoonehadethicalknowledge, it was
believed, one could reject regimentation of
conduct. This is a mistaken view-one that
leaves one without ethical arguments with
which to attack authoritarianism.
Human beings require both an ethical
standard and a standard of proper political
organization. The latter cannot be obtained
without paying attention to the former. It is
not necessary for the defense of liberty to
escape ethics-without liberty, ethics makes
no sense; without ethics, liberty has no
defense.
dispute knowing what itmeans to raise a va-
lidity claim without implicitly claiming at
least the negation of this proposition to be
true.
This has been called "the a priori of argu-
mentation"-and it was because of the axio-
matic status of this proposition, analogous to
the "action axiom" of praxeology, that I in-
voked Mises in my article. (Virkkala's out-
rage over this disqualifies itself, because I
explicitly stated that Mises thought what I
was trying to do was impossible. Moreover,
itis his understanding of Mises that is amus-
ing. For while it is true that praxeology talks
about marginalism, it is obviously not the case
that praxeology as a body of propositions is
in any way affected by marginal choices.
Praxeology contains universally true proposi-
tions, and whetherornot wechoose to accept
them does not affect this at all. It is beyond
me why that should be any different when it
comes to ethical propositions. Virkkala might
just as well attack Mises for a "retreat from
marginalism" because of his claim that prax-
eology is true.)
With the a priori of argumentation esta-
blished as an axiomatic starting point, it fol-
lows that anything that must be presupposed
in the act of proposition-making cannot be
propositionally disputed again. It would be
meaningless to ask for a justification of pre-
suppositions which make the production of
meaningful propositions possiblein the first
place. Instead, theymust be regarded as ulti-
mately justified by every proposition-maker.
And any specific propositional content that
disputed their validity could be understood
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as implying a performative contradiction (in
the sense explained by David Gordon), and
hence, as ultimately falsified.
The law of contradiction is one such pre-
supposition. One cannot deny this law with-
out presupposing its validity in the act of
denying it. But there is another such presup-
position. Propositions are not free-floating
entities. They require a proposition maker
who in order to produce any validity-
claiming proposition whatsoever must have
exclusive control (property) oversomescarce
means defined in objective terms and appro-
priated (brought under control) at definite
points in time through homesteading action.
Thus, anyproposition that woulddispute the
validity of the homesteading principle of
propertyacquisition, or that would assert the
validity ofa different, incompatible principle,
would be falsified by the act of proposition
making in the same way as the proposition
"the law of contradiction is false" would be
contradicted by the very fact of asserting it.
As the praxeological presupposition of prop-
osition making, the validity of the home-
steadingprinciple cannot be argumentatively
disputed without running into a performa-
tive contradiction. Any other principle of
property acquisition can then be under-
stood-reflectively-by every proposition
maker as ultimatelyincapable of proposition-
al justification. (Note, in particular, that this
includes all proposals which claim it is justi-
fied to restrict the range of objects which may
be homesteaded. They fail because once the
exclusive control over some homesteaded
means is admitted as justified, it becomesim-
possible to justify any restriction in the
homesteading process-except for a self-
imposed one-without thereby running into
a contradiction. For if the proponent of such
a restriction were consistent, he could have
justified control only over some physical
means which he would not be allowed to em-
ploy for any additional homesteading.
ObViously, he could not interfere with anoth-
er's extended homesteading, simply because
of his own lack of physical means to justifia-
bly do anything about it. But if he did inter-
fere, he would thereby inconsistently extend
his ownership claims beyond his own justly
homesteaded means. Moreover, in order to
justify this extension he would have to in-
voke a principle of property acquisition in-
compatible with the homesteading principle
whose validity he would already have
admitted.)
My entire argument, then, claims to be an
impossibility proof. But not, as the men-
tioned critics seem to think, a proof that
means to show the impossibility of certain
empirical events so that it could be refuted
by empirical evidence. Instead, it is a proof
that it is impossible to propositionally justify
non-libertarian property principles without
falling into contradictions. For whatever such
a thing is worth (and I'll come to this short-
ly), it should be clear that empirical evidence
has absolutely no bearing on it. So what if
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there is slavery, the Gulag, taxation? The
proof concerns the issue that Claiming that
such institutions can be justified involves a
performative contradiction. Itis purely intel-
lectual in nature, like logical, mathematical,
or praxeological proofs. Its validity-as
theirs-can be established independent of
any contingent experiences. Nor is its validi-
ty in any way affected, as several critics-
most notoriously Waters-seem to think, by
whether ornotpeoplelike, favor, understand
or come to a consensus regarding it, or
whether or not they are actually engaged in
argumentation. As considerations such as
these are irrelevant in order to judge the va-
lidity of a mathematical proof, for instance,
so are they beside the point here. And in the
same way as the validity of a mathematical
proofis not restricted to the momentofprov-
ing it, so, then, is the validity of the libertari-
an property theory notlimited to instances of
argumentation. 1£ correct, the argument dem-
onstrates its universal justification, arguing
or not.
(Of all utilitarian critics only Steele takes
up the challenge that Ihadparticularly posed
for them: that the assignment of property
rights cannot be dependent on any later out-
come, because in this case no one could ever
know before the outcome what he was or
was not justified in doing; and that in advo-
cating a consequentialistposition, utilitarian-
ism is strictly speakingno ethic at all when it
fails to answer the all-decisive question
"what am I justified in doing now?" Steele
solves this problem in the same way as he
proceed~ throughout his comment: by mis-
understanding what it is. He misconceives
my argument as subject to empirical testing;
he misrepresents it as claiming to show that
"I favor a libertarian ethic" follows from "I
am saying something," while in fact it claims
thatentirelyindependentof whateverpeople
happen ;0 favor orutter, "the libertarian eth-
ic can be given an ultimate propositionaljus-
tification" follows from "1 claim such and
such to be valid, i.e. capable of propositional
justification." Hisresponse to theconsequen-
tialist problem is yet another stroke of gen-
ius: No, says Steele, consequentialism must
not involve a praxeologically absurd "wait-
ing for the outcome ethic." His example:
Certain rules are advocated first, then imple-
mented, and later adjusted depending on
outcomes. While this is indeed an example of
consequentialism, I fail to see how it could
provide an answer to "what are we justified
in doing now?" and so escape the absurdities
of a waiting-for-the-outcome-ethic. The start-
ing point is unjustified [Which rules? Not
only the outcome depends on this!]; and the
consequentialist procedureis unjustified, too.
[Why not adopt rules and stick to them re-
ganlless of outcome?] Steele's answer to the
question "Wha't t;im I justified in doing?" is:
that dependson whatever rules you startout
with, then on the outcome of whatever this
leads to, and then on whether or not youcare
about such an outcome. Whatever this is, itis
no ethic.)
The reaction from the other-Randian-
side, represented by Rasmussen is different.
He has fewer difficulties recognizing the
nature of my argument, but then asks me in
turn "So what?" Whyshouldan apriori proof
of the libertarian property theory make any
difference? Why not engage in aggression
anyway? Why indeed?! But then, why
should the proof that 1+1=2 make any
difference? One certainly can act on the belief
My entire argument is an im-
possibility proof. It is purely intel-
lectual in nature, like logical,
mathematical, or praxeological
proofs.
that it was 1+1=3. The obvious answer is
"because a propositional justification exists
for doing one thing, but not for doing
another." But "why should we be
reasonable?" is the next come-back. Again,
the answer is obvious: For one thing, because
it would be impossible to argue against it;
and further, because the proponent raising
this question would already affirm the use of
reason in his act of questioning it. This still
mightnot suffice and everyoneknows thatit
does not: for even ifthelibertarian ethic and
argumentative reasoning must be regarded
as ultimately justified, this still does not
preclude that people will act on the bases of
unjustified beliefs either because they don't
know, they don't care, or they prefer not to
know. I fail to see why this should be
surprising or make the proof somehow
defective. More than this cannot be done by
propositional argument.
Rasmussen seems to think that if I could
get an "ought derived from somewhere
(something that Yeager claims I am trying to
do, though I explicitly denied this), then
things would be improved. But this is simply
an illusory hope. For even if Rasmussen had
proven the proposition that one ought to be
reasonable and ought to act according to the
libertarian property ethic this would still be
just another propositional argument. It could
no more assure that people will do what they
ought to do than my proofcan guarantee that
they will do what is justified. So where is the
difference; and what is all the fuss about?
There is and remains a difference between es-
tablishing a truth claim andinstilling a desire
to act upon the truth-with "ought" or with-
out it. Itis great, for sure, if a proofcan instill
this desire. But even if it does not, this can
hardly beheldagainst it. Anditalso does not
subtract anything from its meritifin some or
even many cases a few raw utilitarian asser-
tions prove to bemore successful in persuad-
ing of libertarianism than the proof itself. A
proof is still a proof; and socio-psychology
remains socio-psychology. 0Rebuttal
Private Property Rights:
Hope for the Environment
by Jane S. Shaw
In the September Liberty, John Hospers challenged libertarians to
reconsider their ideas aboutprivateproperty and the environment. In this
response, Jane Shaw asks libertarians to reconsider Hospers' challenge.
Even though the family doesn't care
who will live in it ten years or even six
months later, they fixed it up to be at-
tractive to a buyer. The point is that
owners can capture today the value of
improvementsthat will last manyyears.
And the principle operates in the other
direction, too: owners suffer today if
they allowtheir property to deteriorate,
because the price of their propertygoes
down.
Problems of Insecure or
Nonexistent Property Rights
In nearly every case, environmental
problems stem from insecure, unen-
forceable, or nonexistent property
rights. This happens in two important
ways.
First, because air and water are in-
herently difficult to own, individuals
can damage them with impunity.
Compare the atmosphere with, say, a
car. If you damage a car that lawn, I
can insist that you compensate me (and
the courts will uphold that claim). But
no one owns air. If you foul the air I
breathe, I can do little about it. In theo-
ry, a person can sue a smoke-emitting
company for damaging health or prop-
erty, but the elusive nature ofair makes
it difficult to prove the exact source of
the pollution that caused the damage.
And the extent of possible long-term
without ownership, government offi-
cials lack the incentive to do what they
can to enhance the value of the land
over time. It would be illegal for them
personally to capture the value they
help create, and they pay no penalty for
land that deteriorates.
Private property encourages good
stewardship even when an owner has a
short-term view ofthe future and isn't
concerned about his or her grandchil-
dren. The reason is that when well
cared for, property increases its value in
the present, not just in the future.
Neglect, by the same logic, lowers the
value of property today. As soon as the
first signs of poor stewardship are seen
(such asthe first indications ofland ero-
sion), an appraiser or potential buyer
can project the results into the future,
and the value of the property declines
immediately. This process-eapitalizing
future benefits and costs into the cur-
rent value of a capital good-is the fun-
damental determinant of the value of
property.
A simple but revealing illustration
of the power of private property rights
in a market system is offered by a car-
toon that appeared in The Wall Street
Journal. A couple is walking out of a
home they have just been visiting. The
wife says,"Their house looks so nice.
They must be getting ready to sell it."
John Hospers is probably correct in his claim that libertarians do not often
concern themselves with environmental problems. One apparent result is that when a prominent
libertarian suchasHospers does take up the subject, his work is riddled with misunderstandingand misinformation.
Libertarians, of all people, have the
philosophy needed to come to grips
with environmental issues: the under-
standing that the most effective way to
protecttheenvironment is to strengthen
private property rights. Yet Hospers
finds little room in his 9000 word essay
to discuss propertyrights. And when he
does consider propertyrights, he dwells
on their presumed limitations rather
than the crucial role rights play in pro-
tecting the environment.
More than two thousand years ago,
Aristotle wrote that "what is commonto
many is taken least care of, for all men
have greater regard for what is their
own than for what they possess in com-
mon with others." Researchers Richard
Stroup, Terry Anderson, and John
Baden have spent the past fifteen years
exploring the implications ofthis state-
ment in the environmental area.
Private ownership encourages good
stewardship. When propertyis well tak-
en care of, it increases in value, and its
private owner receives the benefit of
that increase. Concomitantly, an owner
who allows his or her property to de-
cline in value suffers the loss of wealth.
Thus, private ownership gives owners
an incentive to manage well. It is for
this reason that, in the long run, private
ownership is an environment in which
nature flourishes.
In contrast, government or "public"
ownership leads to poor care because,
Liberty 55In contrast to private ownership, government
management is more likely to reflect the short-term
goals ofpowerful special interests than it is to prac-
tice conservation.
.. In discussing the role of private propertyrights in protecting the environment, I have introduced a handful
ofillustrations, without discussing them rigorously. These and many others are discussed in published arti-
cles and working papers by me and others at the Political Economy Research Center (502 South 19th Ave.,
Suite 211, Bozeman, MT 59715). I would be happy to engage in further dialogue on these issues.
health damages also is difficult to know,
let alone prove in a court of law. Thus
the atmosphere is treated as a common
pool that everyone has access to and no
one has much of an incentive to keep
clean.
When the absence of private owner-
ship leads to pollution, the government
often intervenes. But its ability to deal
with the problem in an effective and
equitable manner is hampered by the
same factors that make it difficult to
deal with the problembycivil tort law.
Although streams and rivers can be
monitored more easilythan air, theytoo
suffer from their "un-
owned" status. No one
has the right to sue for
damages or obtain in-
junctions if the water is




water as a waste stream until the gov-
ernment steps in. Where private owner-
ship has been established, the situation
is quite different. In Great Britain, the
right to fish is a private right. To keep
the value of their rights high, owners of
fishing rights tend to keep streams clean
and well-tended. Associations of rights
holders have also gone to court
successfully to protect streams, and thus
their fishing rights, from pollution
damage.
Most migratory birds and other
wildlife are not owned by anyone. As a
result, in many parts of the world ani-
mals are hunted to the pointof extinc-
tion. If individuals, groups, or families
owned wild animals, they would have
incentives to husband them rather than
destroy them. Unlike the buffalo that
once roamed the Great Plains, hogs or
cattle are not threatened with extinc-
tion-because they are owned. (Indeed,
during the 17thcentury, the Montagnais
Indians of the Labrador Peninsula di-
vided ownership ofbeaveramong fami-
lies; as a result, the beaver was
preserved rather than trapped to
extinction.* )
The second kind of environmental
problem originates in government own-
ership. During its 86-year history, the
Bureau of Reclamation has destroyed
millions of acres of wetlands and can-
yons by building giant dams that sup-
ply power and water at subsidized
rates. Environmental organizations
have tried to stop such destruction, but
with little success.
As environmental groups have be-
gun to learn, the Forest Service cuts
down large numbers of trees in envi-
ronmentally fragile areas where it's dif-
ficult for trees to grow, only to sell the
trees at a loss-something no private
owner would do for long. Yet environ-
mental activists, for all their political
clout, energetic lobbying and legal chal-
lenges, have not been able to stop this
practice.
Government property tends to be
poorly managed, especially over the
long run. Bureaucrats rarely benefit
from increasingthe value of the proper-
tytheymanage and are rarely penalized
for harm they do. Government manage-
ment is more likely to reflect the short-
term goals of powerful special interests
than it is to practice conservation.
Unlike private owners, whose current
wealth depends on the value of their
property rights, government managers
have no wayto capturethe future bene-




Let us now look at some of the envi-
ronmental problems that Hospers
discusses.
Hospers seems in a panic. The envi-
ronmental problems he lists sound like
the worst nightmares of wild-eyed
Club of Rome zealots. Of course, there
are cases of serious environmental
damage, but recent scientific evidence
indicates that DDT has not "'killed off
many species of wildlife"; nor is the
safe disposal of toxic waste a major
health problem (it is a public relations
problem for those who are trying to site
waste facilities); nor has the increased
use of fertilizers made availability of
phosphates on the worl.d market "pre-
carious" (producers of phosphates reg-
ularly lament its oversupply); and I
question whether the flair in all our ma-
jor cities is polluted to such an extent
that it is a hazard to health.
1t With these
and other statements such as "'much of
the animal kingdom has been de-
stroyed," and "'[plerhaps rain will no
longer fall in the American Midwest,
just as it no longer falls in parts of
Africa," Hospers strikes a blow for irra-
tionality and fear.
Nevertheless, some environmental
problems are quite real and it is
important to figure out what can be
done about them. Take
the problem ofthe exces-
sive cutting of the
Amazon rain forest.
Hospers notes cor-
rectly that policies of the
Brazilian government to
reward fast settlement
and stimulate cattle pro-
duction have spurred the deforestation.
But he dismisses the role of govern-
ment: "the effect would have been the
sameifindividuals without government
subsidy had homesteaded the jungle."
Environmental analysts disagree.
Without the subsidies, theycontend, far
less deforestation would have occurred.
If the cattle owners had to pay the full
cost of converting forests to pasture,
they would find it unattractive to de-
stroy as many trees. (And some conver-
sion in an area extending 3.4 million
square miles, as the Amazon forest
does, would not be dismaying.)
If faced withthe real costs of conver-
sion, some individuals would undoubt-
edly prefer to preserve the forests. With
unsubsidized development offering low
returns, the preservation option would
not be costly. In some cases, preserva-
tionists would be motivated bythe hope
that some plants they saved would be
wonder drugs of the future. Others
would simply want to preserve beauti-
ful acreage.
Environmental organizations protect
endangered habitat around the world;
some, such as the Nature Conservancy
and the World Wildlife fund, are trying
to preserve forests in Latin America
right now. Of course, since much ofthe
threatened land is still in government
hands, they cannot buy it. They must
try to persuade cash-short governments
and tax-supported institutions such as
the World Bank to favor sound conser-
vation rather than short-run, forced-
development schemes. Their latest ef-
56 Libertyforts have taken the form of "debt-for-
nature" swaps-reducing Latin
American debt in return for land
preservation.
Nor would I denythatthere are seri-
ous environmental problems in the sec-
ond example Hospers cites, the African
veldt. However, Hospersfails to make a
coherent case as to just what the prob-
lems are! There is no doubt that expan-
sion of farming has reduced the land
available for wild animals to roam. But
this doesn't necessarily posean environ-
mental problem if the remaining areas
are well managed.
Hospers assumes that reduction of
habitat acreage is a disaster and casts
about for a culprit. He concludes that
the cause is the "multiplication of hu-
man beings," thanks partly to the ad-
vances of Western medicine. Yet much
of the African veldt appears to be
underpopulated.
Considerthe cases of Zimbabwe and
Zambia. These two countries contain
about 442,000 square miles of land; tak-
en together they are slightly larger than
Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and
Texas combined. The population of the
two countries, Hospers tells us, is about
6 million. (Actually, my figures, from
1979, indicate that the population is
about 13 million). But the population of
Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and
Texas-not a particularlydensely popu-
lated region-is about 26.9 million! Are
Zimbabwe and Zambia suffering from
severe overpopulation, the "multiplica-
tion ofhuman beings"?
Hospers goes on to lament the crea-
tion of monocultures-Iarge acreages
devoted to a single crop, sprayed with
pesticides and fertilizers. He notes cor-
rectly that this elimination ofecological
balance leads to vulnerability.
But Hospers fails to see that the
problems of monoculture are readily
corrected by private individuals acting
in their own self-interest. In 1964, for ex-
ample, a corn blight wiped out large
tracts of U. S. farmland that Ihad been
planted with a single genetiq strain of
corn. Since then, agriculturalIscientists
have been careful to develoF and pre-
serve mixed genetic stocks to Iretain im-
munities. It took no eFological
Armageddon to teach private owners
that genetic diversity in crop~ is a good
idea-theylearned it as indivtduals try-
ing to maximize the profitabilityoftheir
own property.
When governments are in[ charge of
technical matters, on the other hand,
they usually mandate the "b~st availa-
ble technology," as judged by the most
influential people. Unfortunately, the
government's stamp of approval lTIay
stifle maverick ideas that would be
more productive in the long run.
Currently, for example, a method of
cattle-grazing developed by Allan
Savory has attracted the interest of
many ranchers. Savory's approach chal-
lenges traditional grazing practices, and
no one knows whether it will prove SU~
periorin the long run. Clearly, however,
private ranchers will determine its val-
ue long before government experts even
pay serious attention to it.
Toward the end of his essay,
Hospers does make an effort to place
environmental problems in the context
of private property. But he despairs of
finding a solution. He even floats the
idea ofa world government as a way to
cope with the problems-stepping back
from the precipice, happily, on the
ground that it would be "infected by the
disease ofall governments... ."
Even so, his conclusion that
"Proponents of liberty ... do not do
well in ecological issues" is simply
wrong. To the contrary, only propo-
nents of liberty offer solutions that will
preserve the environment over the long
run. 0
The Dogs ofCapitalism, byjMitchell Jones, is a
reasoned investigation ofthe ~istory of dogfighting.
According to the dogfighters, heroism in dogs is a trait that is in'erited. Ifthey are correct and ifyou want aprotection
dog, then you shouldbuy apuppy whose parents were heroic. Buthow caJ1l you find such apuppy? The dogfighter's answer: buy
from abreeder who tests the courage ofhis dogs before he breeds them. 1jbe idea is that adog who will repeatedly attack a bear,
oralion,orabadger,oraman with aclub, orafighting bull,orapowerfulcanineopponent, will never fear to come to the defense
ofhis master. Thus ifyou purchase a puppy from parents who have been!tested in this way, the odds are high that he will grow
up to be precisely the kind ofanimal that you had hopedfor.
The DogsofCapitalism traces outthe historyofman'sattempts to apply this idea. Itexamines in detail the various tests
which were employed to'find heroic dogs, including lion andelephantbaiting, bearbaiting,bullbaiting, badgerdrawing, ratting,
and dogfighting. It explores the resulting political controversies and th~ir psychological, moral, economic and philosophical
implications. Because the author accepted no limits to his investigation ot~er than thoseimposedby logical relevance, the therne
ofthis book became a leverfor prying open all sorts ofsurprising secrets.1 The result is atreasure trove ofinsights in a multitude
offields-aspectacular,shockingtourdeforce,utterly unlikeanything yap haveeverreadbefore.Fortheadvocateofliberty who
wants to be able to defend his position, The DogsofCapitalism is mustlreading. .
* * *
The Dogs ofCapitalism, hardcover, 336 pages, 44 illustrations. Price in Ithe U.S. is$24.95 postpaid. Limit one copy per order.
(We will explain why.) Texas residents add $1.50 sales tax. Send order ~o:
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DUKAK'S DEFINES H'S TERMS
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by James s. Robbins
"Promeach according to his ability, to eachaccording to his needs!"
-Karl Marx, The Critique of the Gotha Program l 1875
"Whatevera person earnshe should receive. At the same time, we should not allow a person to
receive whathe has not earned." -Mikhail Gorbachev, Perestroika, 1987
died out. NEP was not a full retreat to
private capitalism: its effect were con-
centrated mainly in the agricultural and
small business sectors, and most of the
investment capital, large-scale industry
and mining remained under state
control.
Although under attack in some
quarters, NEP persisted until after
Lenin's death in 1924. The vicissitudes
of the market precipitated the "scissors
crisis," in which agricultural prices
dropped and industrial prices rose,
causing a destabilizing situation in the
countryside. At the same time a succes-
sion struggle was developing within the
Bolshevik leadership. Economic policy
became an arena of conflict, with lead-
ers of the various factions modifying
their views based not on philosophybut
political expediency. Bukharin, a few
yeqrs earliera War Communist par excel-
lenr;e, believed by 1925 that the Party
should indulge the aspirations of the
better-off peasantry (or "kulaks"), and
subsequentlyintroduced the slogan obo-
gaschaites, or "Get Rich." Stalin, who at
the time was allied with Bukharin, ob-
jected to the slogan, but courted the ku-
laks with tax concessions. Their
"rightist" viewpoint, which emphasized
building socialism through the use of
market forces, came to be known as the
"genetic" position. The "leftist" opposi-
tion-Trotsky, Zenoviev and Kamenev
(the latter two of whom had been right-
iment, utilizing both the realism of the
Bolshevik leaders trying to consolidate
their power and the idealism of manyin
the Communist rank-and-file, failed to
achieve its economic goals. But it did al-
low the Partyto secure control and mo-
bilize industry for war. The Red Army
succeeded in its struggle against "reac-
tion," and in the process snuffed out
what small amount of economic free-
dom the Russian people had achieved
since the overthrow of the Tsar. The
depths of War Communism were
reached in 1920, when privatetrade was
abolished, all precious metals expropri-
ated, barter introduced, and remaining
private businesses nationalized. Black
markets thrived, and food prices soared.
Rationing was instituted in most urban
areas; it was a cut in the food ration
which precipitated massive strikes in
Petrograd and the Kronstadt rising of
1921.
Yet already Lenin had recognized
that if the regime was to survive and
consolidateits power, War Communism
would have to be abandoned. At the
Tenth Party Congress in March, 1921,
Lenin introduced the New Economic
Policy (NEP): currency was reintro-
duced (25% backed by precious metals),
private ownershipand trade were made
legal, agricultural appropriations were
eased or abolished, and foreign trade
was encouraged. The economy re-
bounded and the last vestiges of/revolt
At first glance,Gorbachev appears to have contradicted one of the most funda-
mental tenets ofMarxism.
In strict ideological terms, however, there is no contradiction. After all, as Gorbachev points out, the Marxist for-
mulation applies only to the historical
stage of Communism, not that of
Socialism, and until the Soviet Union
(or the world) achieves Communism,
Marx's couplet maybe ignored.
Even SOl the policy changes recently
initiated by Gorbachev appear to indi-
cate a divergence from the dictates of
traditional Marxism. The whole matter
raises an important issue: Are there lim-
its beyond which Socialist economics
cannot go without turning into some-
thing else, something approaching
Capitalism? We may yet see.
Gorbachev's Soviet Union is now test-
ing these limits underthe bannerofper-
estroika, or "restructuring."
Is Gorbachev attempting to make
fundamental changes? Does perestroika
signify an unprecedented change of di-
rection in Soviet economic policy? Or is
it simply a continuation of Soviet eco-
nomic policy under a new label? To an-
swer these questions, to come to grips
with perestroika, it is necessary to have
some understanding of how the Soviet
economy functions and how it came to
be the way it is.
The Dialectics of Soviet
Politics
The first truly Bolshevik economic
program was "War Communism," in-
stituted in March 1918 in an attempt to
institute "pure" Marxist economics and
simultaneously to wage a civil war
against the White liberal-monarchists
and Green anarcho-peasants. The exper-
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UBut what ifthe manna destroys their incentive?"
Economic Calculation
Under Stalin
Under the Stalinist model the state
controls every aspect of (legal) econom-
ic activity. Resource allocation, produc-
tion and distribution are determined
through a process known as "balanc-
ing" the national economy, using a de-
vice known as an input-output table.
The state determines production priori-
ties, establishes how much of every
commodity each enterprise will manu-
facture, calculates the amount of raw
materials required, sets corresponding
quotas for resource production, and
tries to make the numbers balance. Of
course, establishing quotas for every
ists in 1923)-believed that a socialist commodityand at each level ofthe pro- rise too high, lest discontent result. At
economy should pursue industrial duction process is a mammoth task in the same time, wages must rise consis-
growth, and that the state must control itself (one the Soviets have admitted is tentlyto improvethe standard ofliving.
the means of production. Their leading beyond their ken), and failure to meet Unfortunately, because there are short-
theoretician was the economist E.!. quotaat a lowerlevel can have dramatic ages of consumer goods and services,
Preobrazhenskii, who argued that the consequences further up the line. workers have nothing on which to
capital necessary for industrialization In addition, the system of qlJ.otas spend their money, and when savings
could comeonly from the private sector and bonuses for meeting or exceeding accounts grow too large, pay bonuses
(Le., the peasantry). Since the peasants them has a serious fault. Managers for meeting quota and other incentives
could not be counted on to lose their motivational val-
inve~inindu~ry~lunta~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ue. To combat this "re-
ily, the capital would have The Soviets are well aware that most upris- pressed inflation" Soviet
to beexpropriated. This po- h·· d b f. d h pricing agencies have tried
sition was known as "teleo- ings in Istory were precIpitate y}00 s ort- to keep aggregate prices just
logical," inthat it was man, ages. For this reason, cities, the centers of below aggregate wages, but
and not the market, who power, are never without food. always rising along with
would direct the economy. them.
T~fu~on~~lli~d~-----------------------~
Postwar "Reforms" not last long. By 1927, Stalin had elimi- know that if they consistently come in
nated most of his opponents (and al- over quota, their quotas will likely be Since the Stalin era, several reforms
lies), and in the process had adopted the raised. This is called the ratchet effect, have come and gone, but they have not
teleological position. The First Five Year and to avoid it managers will under- made any significant, lasting contribu-
Plan was implemented in 1928, as was report over-quota production, saving tions. In anattemptto redress imbalanc-
the collectivization of agriculture. The the difference for a rainyday. es, large-scale wage and price reforms
centralized, industrial Soviet economy Another problem is the fact that the have been undertaken every twenty
was born. process is non-recursive. For example, if years or so, but the process became so
planners want to increase steel produc- complex that it takes five years just to
tiontheywill need more iron ore, which plan the reforms.
requires more mining equipment. To Khrushchev endeavored to improve
produce the equipment more steel will the agricultural system but met with
be needed. And so forth. little success, despite high expectations
Not surprisingly, the system has in both the East and West. He tried to
never performed as the planners would decentralize production and distribu-
have liked; shortages of all kinds are en- tion, but the result was creating several
demic. These shortages havetheir great- plodding bureaucracies where before
est impact onthe citizenry; traditionally there had been one. The Brezhnev peri-
resource pliorities have been given to od saw some reforms reach the design
the military, then to other state agen- stage, but few were carried out.
cies, with consumer needs far down the Through the 1970s the flaws in central
list. economic planning dragged Soviet pro-
Wages and prices are also deter- duction levels downward. Standards of
mined by the state, a practice that living and life expectancies both fell.
creates still more problems. The price of The result of teleological economics
any given commodity bears little or no has been a slow ride into the dustbin.
relationship to either its Developing nations which have copied
supply or demand, and the Soviet developmental model, with
hence are known as "ir- emphasis on gigantic industrial projects
rational prices." (The (such as the Aswan Dam, or the Polish
Ruble is an inconvertible tractor experiment), have found their
currency because of this economies in a shambles, while other
irrationality in pricing.) countries with far fewer natural re-
On the positive side, sources (e.g. South Korea, Taiwan,
from the Soviet perspec- Singapore) have flourished by follow-
tive, prices are an effec- ing capitalistic policies. Soviet world
tive mechanism for social prestige, which in the 1950s was based
control; when the State mainly on the promise of the Socialist
wants to reduce con- economy, is today based solely on the
sumption of an item power of Soviet military force. And
(such as alcohol) it makes within the Soviet Union the failure of
it more expensive. Yet the Stalin model has finally been admit-
the state must make cer- ted; the cosmetic reforms of the past
tain that all prices (espe- have given way to radical
cially food prices) do not restructuring.
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Socialist Self-Interest
The fourth area of reform is more
abstract. The Soviet economists call it
"activating the human factor." Marx
mockingly noted the charge of critics of
Communism that "upon the abolition of
private property all work will cease,
and universal laziness will overtake us."
Gorbachev, who has to deal with a real
economy, has affirmed the importance
of harnessing self-interest, stating that
"combining personal interests with so-
cialism has still remained the funda-
mental problem."3 Furthermore, this
reform appears to undermine the social-
ist nature of the Soviet system. One
works for the mass under socialism, not
for oneself; perestroika seems to encour-
age people to work for themselves, and
to do so without fear ofreprisal.
Perestroika has not been implement-
ed consistently in the various sectors of
the economy. The most important
player in the Soviet strategy remains in-
dustry, and it is here that most ofthe in-
Enter Perestroika, Exit
Bureaucrats
to respond to some consumer preferenc- manyyears. Perestroika simplyacknowl-
es, but even when it does take cogni- edges reality.)
Perestroika has several goals. One is zance of demand it is slow and Labor reform means more than al-
to vitalize the Soviet economy, to make inefficient inreacting; bythetime it man- lowing managementto fire incompetent
it strong enoughto fulfill Soviet defense ages to shift prices, consumertastes may workers; it means allowing manage-
needs while supplying a decent stan- have already changed. In place of this, ment to pay higher wages to competent
dard of living to the citizenry. Another moderate reformers would allow some workers. This differs from the old sys-
equallyimportantgoal is to create an in- state enterprises to set their own prices, tern ofbonuses for passingquota inthat
dependent, self-sustainingtechnological monitoring demand through periodic it will be an individual reward given to
base. Most Soviet technological devel- trade fairs. The suggestion shows a mis- the worker, not to a team, and will come
opment has come not through domestic understanding of market mechanisms, from company profits rather than the
ingenuity but through trade and so- since consumer tastes can be easily state treasury. Right away one recogniz-
called "reverse engineering" from ad- gauged bytaking stock, withor without es that this might cause inequalities of
vances in the West (i.e., theft). The third fairs-yet the suggestion has merit in wealth, somethingone does not normal-
goal of perestroika is to increase foreign that it removes the state bureaucracy ly associate with socialism. Yet,
trade and investment-a general Soviet from the pricing process, makingit more Gorbachev has written that "[o]n this
aspiration, but one pressed with re- responsive, and therebymore efficient. point we want to be perfectly clear: so-
newed vigor under Gorbachev. Clearly, Economist Nikolai Shmelev, a sup- cialism has nothing to do with equaliz-
these goals are interrelated: successes in porter of perestroika, has argued that ing."2 This information may be news to
pursuing one contribute to advances to- some price controls must be retained the reader; it certainly raised my
ward others. since the first reaction to the freeing of eyebrows.
The Soviets are pursuingthese goals prices would be spiraling increases, es- To help place workers where they
through reform in four areas. The first pecially in the agricultural sector. The are needed, discussion is underway for
and most important is the planning pro- Soviet state pays billions of rubles in easing internal travel restrictions.
c~ss itself. Gorbachev subsidies to make certain that farmers Currently, one needs a passport and
would decentralizer---------------------------- permit to travel between
planning, placing it in The result of Soviet economics has been a slow Union Republics, and
the hands of enterprise 'd' t h db' 1 permanent relocation is
managers instead of rl e In 0 t e ust In. Deve oping nations which have very difficult. This
sterte bureaucrats. In copied the Soviet developmental model, with empha- makes political control
place of the quota sys- sis on gigantic industrial projects have fiound their easier, but cramps the
tern, enterprises now .. h flow of labor. Evidently
operate under the "full economzes zn a s ambles, while other countries with the Party believes that
economic accounting" far fewer natural resources haveflourished by follow- the increased risk of in-
system-in other words, ing capitalistic policies. stability is more than off-
profit or perish. For the set by potential gains in
first time, enterprises productivity.
maygo bankrupt,and in this way ineffi- can produce foodstuffs at the official
cient management will be weeded out. price without starving. An end to pric-
At the June Party Conference ing would mean an end to subsidies,
Gorbachevstated that day-to-daymoni- followed by price hikes, and discontent.
toring should be transferred from The same would be true in the clothing
Moscow to local soviets, allowing a sig- and housing industries.
nificant reduction in the number of bu- The third sector undergoing change
reaucrats. This is hard talk, yet others is the labor market. As noted above, en-
would see more drastic change. Leonid terprises are now shifting to full eco-
Abalkin, director of the Institute of nomic accounting, and because they
Economics at the USSR Academy of must make a profit, they must also be
Sciences, said that simply removing bu- able to "free" (that is, to fire) workers.
reaucrats is not enough: However, this violates Article 40 of the
Constitution of the USSR, guaranteeing
[T]here is something in the very sys-
tem of management which we can- the right to work, which the Soviets
not get round without an explosion; have long touted as a humane and pro-
a complete dismantling of the gressive measure. Some retreat is evi-
system.1 dent: today Soviet economists talk of
achieving "rational full employment," a
code phrase indicating that a certain
level of unemployment will be tolerat-
ed. (In actual fact, because of the pro-
cess of "overmanning"-assigning more
workers to a task than necessary-there
has been a great deal of hidden unem-
ployment in the Soviet economy for
The Market for Prices
Another key area is price reform. At
the Party Conference, Gorbachev hinted
that the state should relinquish control
ofthe pricing mechanism to the market.
Pricing is currently performed by the
State Committee for Prices. TheSCP tries
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An Open Society?
Many in the West are impressed
with the Soviet reform effort and the
attendant openness campaign. Soviet
scholar Stephen Cohen has pointed out
that today people are allowed, even en-
couraged, to say and do things that
would have put them in prison five
years ago. This is true; yet the same
was true in the early Khrushchev
period, when denouncing Stalin was
also fashionable, and in the early
Brezhnev period, when Khrushchev
was the whipping boy. One should
never forget that perestroika is the party
line, and there is no guarantee that this
line will not change when it becomes
politically expedient.
Perestroika does not represent the
formation ofa capitalist economy in the
Soviet Union. It is, rather, the graftingof
certain capitalistic forms to the socialist
economy in an attempt to place it on its
feet. The Party is not now suddenly dis-
covering economic truths; the idea that
the West has "educated" the" Soviets is
vestment is going. The logic is the same
as before: industrialization is good both
for its own sake and for the production
of weapons for sale or use. Gorbachev,
like Stalin, wants industryto expand, al-
though this line of thinking has come
under criticism. Economist Vasilii
Selyunin has called for shifting invest-
ment to the consumer goods market,
since growth for its own sake has no
meaning. Clinging to the ideal of the
heavyindustry state is more an exercise
in mathematics than economics, and it
does not cater to the needs ofthe socie-
ty. Selyunin's argument has been bol-
stered by the fact that, for all the
attention paid to the industrial sector,
production has lagged behind even the
lethargic rates ofthe Brezhnev era.
agricultural technology. freely and compete with each other,
If the reforms in agriculture seem and, most importantly, keep their prof-
drastic, they do not compare to the its. Article 8, part one, gives the ideolog-
changes in the consumer goods and ser- ical stamp of approval to this activity:
vices sector. Here is the true radical den "Cooperative ownership as a form of
of perestroika, the area in which the socialist ownership is inviolable and is
greatest potential for growth can be protected by the state. It enjoys legal
found, as well as the widest discussion ownership on par with state
of economic freedom. In this sector the ownership.,,7
present leadership has taken a great The law continues in this vein.
leap backwards into NEP. Article 10, part 2, states thatifthe coop-
The first concrete steps were taken erative incurs losses by complying with
in February of 1987. A decree on coop- a state directive that violates the cooper-
eratives was issued, under which a ative's rights, it shall be reimbursed by
cooperative could be formed to cater to the agency which caused the violation.
any public market, provided the mem- Article 11, part 1 states "[t]he creation of
bers ofthe cooperative (there must be at a cooperative is not contingent on any
least two, since privateownership is not special permission from soviet, econom-
allowed) submit to close regulation by ic or other organs." Cooperatives must
local soviets, and do not shirk their reg- pay taxes, but no more than regular in-
Meanwhile, Back on the Farm ular state duties. After the issuance of come taxes (around 8%, flat rate).
In agriculture, substantial private ac- the decree, cooperatives quickly sprang Although they must submit a plan of
tivity existed long before perestroika, up offering many sorely needed servic- operations to local authorities, those au-
amounting to 25-30% oftotal agricultu- es-parceldelivery, carpentry, tailoring, thorities have no power to interfere
ral production and much greater per- even publishing. This reform has not with its activities. By the strict letter of
centages of sclect 1uxury" ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ thela~it~muchea~erto
food items, such as fresh start a small business in
fruit. The Party has tolerated By the strict letter ofthe law I it is much easi- Moscow than it is in New
private plots as a means to er to start asmall business in Moscow than it is York City.
keep the peasants and the in New York City. This is not the most
workers happy, but has nev- radical proposal. Some crit-
er let private plot activity in- ics of the performance of
terfere with food production on met universal acclaim. A 1987 study by the consumer sector have advocated
collectives. Sovetskaya Rossiya found that public op- selling gold abroad to increase imports,
Even so, it is becoming increasingly position to cooperatives wascentered in cutting defense spendingand setting up
clear that collective agriculture simply the 45-75 age cohort (Le. those who a stock market.
will not meet Soviet needs. Food is al- came of age under Stalin), and in that
ready rationed in some areas.4 Yet, as group negative ratings were near 80%.
Shmelev points out, radical changes in Yet younger and older citizens ap-
the availabilityor price offoodstuffs can proved of the cooperative movement
have negative consequences.S and resented the restrictions being
Instead of freeing the agricultural placed on them bylocal Partybosses.
market completely, the Soviets have The intellectual elite (at least someof
moved to extend private plotcultivation those in the Gorbachev wing) favor
to a wider group of people. The new even greater liberalization. Sociologist
Land Code ofJuly 1, 1988, makes allow- Gennadii Butygin made the following
ances for city dwellers who own rural startling observation:
'land to farm it. These so-called dachniki Why, ifsomebody wants to sell and
had met considerable opposition in the somebody else wants to buy, must
past, to the point of having their rural we erect a fence between them? I
homes burned. Now they may farm up consider that no state body has the
to 600 square meters (or a plot about 80 right to sanction what is already
feet square, about 1/7 of an acre) for sanctioned by the Constitution and
theirown consumption, though any ad- the law.6
ditional produce must be sold to state In response to the successes of the
collectives or cooperatives. Private ani- first experiments with cooperatives, a
mal husbandry, previously denounced New Law on Cooperatives was drawn
as "anti-state activity," will be encour- and went into effect July 1, 1988. The
aged. In addition to these concrete provisions of this incredible law are
changes, Gorbachevhas called for great- worth examining in some detail. It pro-
er independence for collectives and in- vides for two types ofcooperatives, pro-
dividual farms, as well as leasing land ducer (goods) and consumer (services),
to individual producers and upgrading which may set their own prices, deal
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Today people are allowed, even encouraged, to
say and do things that would have put them in pris-
on five years ago. But this was also the case in the
early Khrushchev period, when denouncing Stalin
was also fashionable, and in the early Brezhnev peri-
od, when Khrushchev was the whipping boy.
The Prospects for Genuine
Reform
In the meantime, what will be the ef-
fects of perestroika on the Soviet citizen?
The reforms will almost certainlybuild a
consumer sector of a much higher stan-
dard than the current decrepit system
has produced. Prices will fluctuate, sup-
ply and demand will work their won-
ders, businesses will compete and
quality will improve. Worker productiv-
ity, tied to self-gain, will rise. Service
cooperatives will spring up bringing
buyers things undreamt of by the plan-
ners and Party technocrats. Most impor-
tantly, with the new freedom to profit
from inventiveness, suppliers will begin
to innovate and bring to consumers
things the consumers could not know
they wanted because they did not exist
beforehand. (The developing computer
software industry is one example.) In
short,all the glories offree interaction in
the marketplace will manifest them-
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military power,butthe overall geopoliti-
cal situation taking into account all fac-
tors, economic, political and military-
favors the socialist world. When the ad-
versary reacts, orwhen the Soviet Union
is exhausted (or both), peace feelers go
out and consolidation begins. The Soviet
Union recovers and at the same time at-
tempts to weaken the resolve of the ad-
versarybytouting themes like "peaceful
coexistence" and "detente." This phase
is the "respite before going ahead" of
which Gorbachev speaks. It is not peace,
as they define it, but the continuation of
the class struggle by other means. Peace
can only come about when all non-
socialist states have been subverted or
conquered; and that remains the ulti-




phase, which began with
the end of detente and
ended sometime during
the Reagan Presidency.
They made some quick
victories inthe late 1970s
and early 1980s. Faced
with a new resolve byits
adversary and a collapsing economy at
home, the Soviets realized that it was
time for rest and reorganization. When
the system has geared up, the economy
is in good shape and the adversary has
weakened or turned its attention else-
where, the expansionist phase will be
renewed. The Ties That Beguile
At the sametime, the Soviets are try-
ing to increase ties to the West through
trade. At first glance, this seems to bode
tightening bonds with the West, a closer
relationship and lasting peace built on
free trade. That's wonderful Nineteenth
Century rhetoric, but I caution against
getting one's hopes up. The same thing
took place in the early phases of NEP,
when theSoviet Union concluded major
trade agreements with Britain and
Turkey. Contact with these nations did
nothing to ameliorate subsequent Soviet
behavior.
The Soviet situation is better under-
stood in the long-term. Current condi-
tions fit a historical pattern. The Soviet
state has followed a set dynamic: ex-
pand, consolidate, expand again, con-
solidate again, and so forth. Expansion
takes place when the main adversary
(currently the United States) is weak
and the correlation of forces-a term in
no way meant to imply the balance of
ers be rebuffed. Lenin, however,
kept calling for peace because he
was guided by vital, not immediate,
interests, the interests of the work-
ing class as a whole, of the
Revolution and the future of social-
ism. To safeguard them, the country
needed a respite before going ahead.
Few realized that at the time. Only
later was it easy to say confidently
and unambiguously that Lenin was
right. And right he was, because he
was looking far ahead; he did not
put what was transitory above what
was essential. The Revolution was
saved. It is the same with perestroika
[emphases added].8
By comparingperestroika to the hated
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, which. gave
over half of European Russia to the
Central Powers, and was speedily repu-
diated two days after the Armistice,
Gorbachev gives the world a signal
about restructuring. Not only will it be
transient, but while it is in place it should
be seen as a necessary evil at best.
ludicrous. The Party has always known
that private initiative supplies the dy-
namism in an economy. It also knows
that private initiative, left unchecked,
can spark the creation of competing
power centers, and this is the one thing
the Partyhas never and will never toler-
ate. Power is what makes the system
run and is the only thing worth having
in the Soviet system, at least for the ca-
reer-minded Party member.
All Power to the Perestroika
Pusherr
Gorbachev is a power-seeker, and
the political side of perestroika reflects
this. Gorbachev wants to create a new
office of President with sweeping for-
eign and domestic policy
powe~.Th~~awayfur~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Gorbachev to get out
from under the thumb of
the Politburo and exert
personal, not collective,
leadership. At the same
time, he retains the post
of General-Secretary of
the Communist Party, en-
abling him to make sure
the ideological direction
of the country suits his ends. He wants
to strengthen Party·control over state
organs at local levels by doing away
with state personnel and fusing the lo-
cal soviets with state organs. I don't
want to dwell overmuch on the politi-
cal aspects of perestroika, but suffice it
to say that at the same time the econo-
my is being decentralized, political con-
trols are being centralized, and
Gorbachev, if successful, will assume
more personal power than his current
favorite target, Stalin. Economic peres-
troika helps him in this end by dislodg-
ing the economic bureaucracy which
saps the strength of the Soviet state and
hampers Gorbachev's ultimate designs.
Once these goals are achieved, perestroi-
ka may be as temporary as NEP was.
We have an indication of this from
Gorbachev himself. In his book
Perestroika, the General-Secretary draws
a historical parallel between the current
policies and those followed by Lenin in
the closing days of World War I:
The terms of peace that Germany
peremptorily laid down for us
were, as Lenin put it, "disgraceful,
dirty."... Yet Lenin insisted on a
peace treaty. Even some members of
the Central Committee objected,
saying that the workers, too, were
demanding that the German invaq.-Volume2, Number2
selves, as they always will when people
are allowed to do as they please.
And this is why perestroika cannot
. last. Even assuming that Gorbachev is
sincere and trulywants a certain amount
offreedom for its own sake, the spirit of
this freedom is inimicalto the controls of
the total state (which the Soviet Union
remains to this day). As people exercise
their rights, rights now granted by the
state but previously suppressed by it,
they will sense what it means to be free,
and they will want more freedom. As
they begin to fulfill their needs through
their own actions without state involve-
ment, they will beginto question wheth-
er a powerful central state is needed at
all. The state, and especially the Party,
will come to be seen as a vestigial organ
on a healthy body politic. Power centers
will develop as wealth increases; the
first tentative steps towards organizing
political opposition will be taken, both
covertly and overtly; and sometime be-
fore there is an actual capitalist revolu-
tion in the Soviet Union, the Party will
come down on the society, take away its
freedoms, and again establish order.
So~e Party bureaucrats already op-
pose perestroika, seeing it as a threat to
their privileged positions. This "bureau-
cratic inertia" has been muchtalked of in
the West, but public opposition, a more
proximate threat, has been largely over-
looked. This opposition derives from the
radical nature of the reforms and the
speed with which they are being intro-
duced. The pillars of the Soviet political
culture are order and security. A citizen
always has a job, even if one doesn't
Letters, continued from page4
citations, referring to 41 books. I submit
that 83 of 129, or 64%, is morethan a
few; and I submit that if41 books are "a
handful," then Holmes has big hands.
(Perhaps he should give up journalism_
and pursuea career in professional bas-
kefb~ The correlation between reality
and HoJp1.es' descriptioninthis example
is characteristic ofhis entire review. Fits
ofviolent outrage, evidently, are not
conduciveto accuracy.
Liberty's readers musthave won-
dered what triggeredthehostility. The
answer, inall likelihood, is that Holmes
didn't likethe messageofthebook. You
see, The Dogs ofCapitalism, contraryto
Holmes' review, is not a bookabout
dogs. It is, in reality, a bookabout the for-
mation ofhumancharacter-abook that
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much like it. One has a wage, which is at
least adequate. One has food, even if it is
of poorquality. One has a home, evenif
it is dilapidated. One has shoes, even if
theyaren't stylish. Inthe face ofperestroi-
ka, this security is placed in doubt. The
Soviet cage may not be gilded, but the
Party provides, and, believe it or not,
some people prefer it that way. Whilethe
Party denounces Stalin and his system,
many citizens, young and old, admire
Stalin as the man who made the USSR a
world power. If enough workers are
freed,.if prices rise, and if shortages do
not end, the citizenry mayturn on peres-
troika, giving support to those elements
in the Party which would see the "irre-
versible" experiment end.
Is perestroika unprecedented? No; It
has not gone as far as NEP. Private own-
ership is not discussed. There are no
plans to go to a hard currency.
Agriculture is still mostlyin state hands.
Most importantly, the apparatus for
Party-political control is still in place. If
the radicals have their way this will
change, and given the volatile history of
the Soviet Union I would not discount
that possibility totally. However, free-
dom aswe understand it is impossible so
long as the Party retains power. Beyond
this I will not make any predictions,
though I will conclude with a cautionary
note.
In declaring the Soviet leader its
"Man of the Year," Time magazine de-
scribed his reform efforts: "his methods
were tough, but they paid off."
The year was 1943, and the man,
Joseph Stalin. 0
used the history offighting dogs to ex-
plorethenature ofgood and evil.
Profound moral questions arise when
dealing with matters such asbearbait-
ing, bullbaiting, dog fighting, etc. The
motivationsofthe men who engaged in
such activities, and ofthe men who cru-
sadedagainstthem, areanideal vehicle





Readers who follow Erika Holzer's
booknoterecommendation ofSolo's
Journey (Sept., 1988) are in for a big .
surprise.
The hero ofthe novel does display
November 1988
Notes
1. In Argumenty i fakty, June 19:';7.
2. Mikhail Gorbachev, Perestroika (NewYork:
Harper and Row Publishers, 1987), p. 100.
3. Ibid., p. 96. This developmentis ofspecial
interest to free market economists, since
they believe thatitis pursuitof selfinterest
that makes the market economy work so
well.
4. Today's sugar rationingis linked not to
laggingsugar production so much as to an
. attempt to squelch "moonshine" produc-
tion, itselfa reaction to government restric-
tions on alcohol, which werepart of a
campaign to raise labor output through
fighting inebriation.
5. The Soviets and their clients are well aware
that most uprisings in history wereprecipi-
tated byfood shortages. For this reason, cit-
ies, the centers of power, are never without
food. This lesson isnot lost on otherauto-
cratic regimes: Two years ago, when
Ethiopa was undergoingfamine, it was the
farmers who actually starved, not the city
dwellers.
6. From a broadcast on Soviet Central
Television,July 29-30, 1987.
7. The text of this lawwas publishedin
Pravda, June 8, 1988. Note the concept of
"socialist ownership" as separatefrom state
ownership. This distinction is part of a new
doctrine referred to as "People's
Socialism," with traditional stateowner-
ship called "State Socialism." The term
People'sSocialism can be seen as an analog
to the oxymoronic termState Capitalism. In
a capitalist society, those who advocate
state ownership often prefer to avoid call-
ing their program "socialism,"so they
claim itis a newform of capitalism with the
stateowning business; Le. "state
capitalism."
8. Gorbachev, op. cit., pp. 52-3.
"courage and insight" as Mrs Holzer
says. But I can hardly see how his strug-
gle was for "freedom." Solo struggles to
become the ruler ofhis group ofcats and
along the waybecomes itsreligious
leader as welL He embodies the charac-
teristics ofwhat Ayn Rand calls "AttHa
and the Witch Doctor" as archetypes of
mysticism and political force. In fact, by
the novel's end hebecomestheembodi-
ment ofa combined church and state.
Not onlydoes he engage in the initiation
offorce, but he also has a varietyofmys-
tical experiences.
I thought that Liberty advocated ra-
tionality and freedom. Whyyou would




The Evolution of¢ooperation, byRobert Axelrod, Basic Books,1988




The lessons to be learned from the
best books on social theory are not limit-
ed to questions of political philosophy
and ideology. Some books offer valuable
insights to libertarians in advancing not
only our ideas, but our careers and per-
sonallives as well.
In The Evolution of Cooperation, Robert
Axelrod explains, from the perspective of
gametheory, how cooperation canevolve
in a world of self-interested actors in the
absence of central authority. He does this
by analyzing mathematically1 a game
that occurs quite frequently in real life:
the Prisoner's Dilemma.
The name is taken from the most fa-
mous formulation of the game. The au-
thorities have nabbed Abel and Baker,
collaborators in a crime. The prosecutors
have enough evidence to nail either pris-
oner on a minor charge, yielding a one-
year prison sentence. The prosecutor of-
fers each of them the same deal: if you
hand us the extra evidence we need and
your accomplice doesn't, we'll let you go
free and we'll get him a five-year sen-
tence. But if both offer the evidel.ce, the
prosecutors will get a three-year sentence
for each. Abel and Baker are not allowed
to communicate, and face the following
dilemma: whatever the other prisoner/
player does, he is better off if he defects.
If Baker "cooperates" (with Abel) by re-
maining silent, Abel will get one year if
he remains silent, and will go free if he
talks. If Baker defects by talking, then
Abel will get three years if he talks, and
five years if he doesn't. So each player
has an incentive to defect-butiftheydo,
they both wind up worse off than ifthey
had cooperated.
In contrast with zero-sum games like
chess and poker, in which one player
must lose for another to win, a Prisoner's
Dilemma can result in a win or a loss for
both (or all) players. A classic example is
the choice betweentradeand theft.2
Let's imagine that Tom has two toma-
toes and Letitia has two heads of lettuce.
The law of diminishing marginal utility
tells us that the second lettuce is of less
utility than the first. Thus the advantage
to each ofcooperating-swappingone to-
mato for one head oflettuce-is clear, but
there is even greater advantage to each of
defecting-promising the exchange and
then making off with the other's item
without paying for it. But ifthey both at-
tempt to defect, there is no exchange and
they are worse offthan ifthey had coop-
erated. There is the dilemma: each would
be better off ifboth cooperated, but each
has an incentive to do something which,
if done by both, results in them both be-
ing worse off.
This is oneexample of many. Any of
the classic public goods problems consti-
tutes a (many-player) Prisoner's
Dilemma. We areall betteroff for the exis-
tence of national defense (like David
Friedman, I define national defense as de-
fense against nations, which do exist and
sometimes have to be defended against);
but each individual would be better off
still if everyone else paid for the defense
but healone shirked.3
Ifyou don't like that example, here is
one which should be dear to all our
hearts: everyone is better off if everyone
works to create a culture of liberty (by ac-
tivities ranging from self-education to de-
fying the agents of George III or latter-
dayequivalents). However, everyone also
has an incentive to free-ride: to use the
liberty offered by hardworking libertari-
ans and not pay for it. Thus liberty is a
public good, also. (It follows, ironically,
that ifpublic goods considerations always
justify taxation, then the optimal amount
oftaxation would be the minimum neces-
sary to fund libertarian activism to fight
the inevitable attempts to increase
taxation.)
Hobbes and others argued that to
transcend the Prisoner's Dilemma, a cen-
tral authority had to be b,[ought in to
threaten to bash whoever attempted to
defect, thus changing the payoffs of the
game. But Axelrod shows that this is not
always needed. In real life, there is always
the possibility that Letitia and Tom will
encounter each other again, and either
may retaliate for the dishonesty of the
other. Ifthere is a sufficiently high proba-
bility that they will meet (an uncertain
number of times) again, and if each cares
sufficiently what happens in the future,
then each may have an incentive to coop-
erate in the current game. Then the situa-
tion is one of an iterated Prisoner's
Dilemma.
What is the best strategy in this case?
Ifthe time discount factor (which reflects
the importance of future events to the
players) is sufficiently high, then there is
no one best strategy independent of the
strategy used by the other player.
However, the strategy that tends to be
most productive is one called tit-for-tat,
which consists of cooperating on the first
move, and then doing whatever the other
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their disabilityinsurers stall, theybecome
desperate and may settle for ten cents on
the dollar. They need the money quickly
and cannot wait around to sue. One way
in which a central authority can change
the payoffs of this game is for courts to
allow punitive damage awards for bad
faith denial of insurance claims; this has
proven a very effective deterrent to this
kind of behavior.
Axelrod's example of changing the
payoffs is this: "No one wants to pay
taxes because the benefits are so diffuse
and the costs are so direct. But everyone
may be better off if each person has to
pay so that each can share the benefits of
schools, roads, and other collective goods
... What governments do is to change the
effective payoffs.... This prospect [of be-
ing sent to jail] makesthe choice ofdefec-
tion less attractive." Indeed.
Another strategy that Axelrod should
consider in this connection is that of in-
ternalizing externalities-that is, of hold-
ing people responsible for the bad effects
oftheir actions and inactions (i.e., making
people liable for polluting,
littering, etc.). Many of the
problems usually associated
with public goods are actual-
ly public policy attempts to
deal with private "bads." And
libertarians tend to view
most public goods problems
in precisely this way: by re-
ducing them to problems of
private "bads."
Still, while most libertarians would
disagree with Axelrod on just which
goods are public, all but the most dog-
matic would allow that there remains a
residual and unfortunate core of public
goods. Perhaps as society (slowly)
evolves, a better balance will be struck
between selfishness and public-
spiritedness, so that more and more pub-
lic goods will be produced without coer-
cion, even as politeness, liberty, etc., are
produced in generally greater quantities
as time goes on. Meanwhile libertarians
are left with the question of underprod-
ucing public goods, while Axelrod is
faced with the problems laid out in public
choice theory: the overproduction ofsup-
posed public goods. The problem is that,
in attempting to transcend the Prisoner's
Dilemma, the statetakes us prisoner. And
who will take it prisonerto prevent its ex-
ceeding its proper bounds? Axelrod, un-
fortunately, does not offer any
suggestions.
The most important strategy Axelrod
and suitablyencouraged, most would use
these skills and develop more of them.
Second, this stated strategy makes our
philosophy more marketable. It makes us
appear magnanimous; the alternative is
to be condemned like the French
Revolution, which did not stop at mere
victorybut went on to bloodletting-and
did not lead to as free a society as the
American Revolution, which did stop
withvictory.4
Axelrod uses the analysis not only to
show what is the best strategy for an indi-
vidual in certain iterated Prisoner's
Dilemmas, but goes on to suggest ways
to change the dilemmas that face people
so as to give them more incentive to
cooperate. One way is to increase the fre-
quency of their interactions. An example
would bea book publisher making sever-
al payments to a writer as his work pro-
ceeds, rather than giving him all the
moneyin advance; it breaks onedeal into
several, each of a shorter time span; it in-
tertwines action and consequence more
tightly.
Another social strategy Axelrod sug-
gests is to teach people to careabout each
other-to teach altruism. It's a mark of
the progress of the libertarian movement
that one can say the a-word without be-
ing anathemized. Eschewing Rand's per-
suasive definition ofthe word, libertarian
activists are behaving altruistically by
helping to create the public good ofliber-
ty. Society is as tolerable as it is partly be-
cause of this altruism. We've all benefited
from it. In its total absence, people would
not even be polite to strangers.
A further social strategy is to change
the payoffs, such as by bringing in a cen-
tral authority. One example (mine, not
Axelrod's) explains why disability insu-
rance companies have been more dishon-
est than life insurance firms, and what
has been done about it. Beneficiaries of
life insurance policies are generally in a
good position to sueifthey get stiffed. So
this tends not to happen. The disabled,
however, have lost their incomes and
may have mortgage payments to make. If
Everyone is better off if everyone works to
create a culture of liberty. Howevert everyone
also has an incentive to free-ride: to use the liber-
ty offered by hardworking liber·tarians and not
pay for it. Thus liberty is a public good.
player did on the previous move.
Axelrod gives properties possessed by
all of the most successful strategies in a
computer tournament of the iterated
Prisoner's Dilemma. These include:
1. Don't be envious. (More on this
below.)
2. Don't be the first to defect. (This
quality defines a "nice" strategy. All the
most successful strategies were nice
ones.)
3. Reciprocate both cooperation and
defection. Interestingly,. the optimal tim-
ing and amount of reciprocation turned
out to be: immediatelyand proportional-
ly (the proportionality factor depending
on the strategies used by other players).
This is exactly whattit-tor-tat does. That is
to say, no defection goes unpunished.
This is not a permissive modern liberal-
ism here. On the other hand, the strategy
forgives as soon as cooperation is re-
established. So this is not a punitive con-
servative strategy, either. Let's give some
real life examples to clarify this.
A promising new employee makes a
single costly goof. You, the
employer, may (a) ignore the
goof, beginning a strategy
which eventually turns your
employee into a brainless
postal worker; or, (b) you
may fire the employee, thus
incurring retraining costs-
again and again and again.
Most likely, youwill (c) repri-
mand the employee, with a
hint that his future salary will be propor~
tional to his output, and that ifne screws
up too often or too badly, he'll get the
boot. That is to say, you will punish, but
forgive. And no central authority is ne-
cessary to force this strategyon you.
Nowfor a harder case. Let us saythat
through some libertarian coup, victimless
crime laws are abolished, and we libertar-
ians get to decide what to do with former
vice and narcotics agents. A natural ten-
dency is to say that, in fact, these people
are all criminals, and should be punished.
At the very least, they should be tossed
into a (profit-making) prison and forced
to make restitution to their victims.
Right?
Perhaps not. For is this not rather like,
Churchill's World War II demand for
Germany's unconditional surrender-
and likely to engender similar resistance?
It might be more productive in two ways
to forgive the statists their trespasses.
First, most of them have skills which
have some utility in the real marketplace;
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cumstances be successfully "invaded"
and bested by a cluster of people as
small as 5 percent of the tota
1
ing tit-for-tat, which at first trades pri-
marily among itself [as a family or
clan might do], then gradually ex-
pands outward. This suggests that
aristocracies, at least in relatively de-
veloped commercial societies, rnay
not have achieved their position
through conquest in war, as is gener-
ally supposed; they may have gained
their advantageous position by start-





The notion ofthe no-




taken for granted in
proletarian neighbor-
hoods. And poverty does not cause these
things: rather, they cause poverty.
Likewise, upper class people are not hon-
est because they can afford to be, but
rather they are (or remain) upper class as
a consequence of civilized virtues (suc-
cessful strategies) such as honesty (and
even, I should add, Boy Scout virtues
such as punctuality and hygiene, on
which more below).
Whyhas an unproductive strategy like
resentment made so much headway in the
modern West? Sheaffer suggests one rea-
son: because the different classes judge
each other by their own standards. The
lower class can only imagine the acquisi-
tion ofmoneybydishonest means, so they
assume the upper classes are all crooks.
Conversely, the achievement-oriented are
used to hearing complaints only when
they are legitimate, and thus generously
but mistakenly impute legitimacy to prol-
etarian complaints ofinjustice.
In reality, "there is no 'establishment'
keeping the poor 'in their place'; the poor
do that to each other most effectively
through the rigid enforcement of achieve-
ment-hating, lower-class values." In par-
ticular, he discusses the taunting and
violence against successful students, and
the social sanctions against being any-
thingbut "cool" - i.e., displaying a high-
ly-polished resentment to all the sources
and consequences of achievement.
Oddly, Sheaffer never cites Schoeck,
whose book is filled with insights froro. a
varietyoffields (psychology> anthr0i--vlo-
gy, etc.) which throw light on the phe-
nomenonofenvy. Sheaffer's book has the
ready realized, and envy is acutely fo.,
cused on the tiny differences that there
are. To appease envy, the more capable
give away their goods instead of invest-
ing, and theychoose to produce less. Thus
the culture ofpovertyperpetuates itself.
He discusses the "evil eye," the envy
of the gods or spirits which leads to a
general propitiation of envy, an avoid-
ance of displays of wealth or even health.
In discussing proscriptions of luxury, he
remarks, flit may be seen to what extent
sumptuary legislation is at bottom a sub-
stitute for the magical propitiation of na-
ture and spirits among primitives. I
suspect that those ofus who scorn the af-
fluent society are partly governed by
these same archaic emotional
complexes."
Robert Sheaffer, in Resentment Against
Achievement, analyzes some of the same
territory that Schoeck does, but using the
game-theoretical perspective of Axelrod,
whom he cites. After a discussion of the
tit-for-tat strategy, he concludes that
the emergence of a group pursuing
self-advancement through honest be-
havior on top of every developed so-
ciety is not due to "exploitation of the
masses" or to some bizarre coinci-
dence; itis a predictable consequence
of mathematical laws. Similarly, the
proletarian's economic failure is not
due to a sinister conspiracy or to prej-
udice against him, butis an inevitable
consequence of his fondness for men-
dacity; he is playing by a script that is
a certain loser. Surprisingly, Axelrod
found that a group practicing defec-
tion (Le., mendacity) can in some cir-
while discussing entire novels whose
theme is envy).
Envy is a powerful force, capable of
destroying societies or preventing them
from developing anything that could be
destroyed. In one chapter Schoeck dis-
cusses "The Envy-barrier of the
Developing Countries." (It's ironic that he
usesthat euphemism for those squalid re-
gimes, for it is theenvy-barrierthat sees to
itthat they are non-developing countries.)
In poor societies, the egalitarian ideal of
near-uniformity in economic status is al-
The notion of the noble poor is a romantic myth.
Dishonesty, laziness, drunkenness, and gratuitous vio-
lence are taken for granted in proletarian neighbor-
hoods. And poverty does not cause these things: rather,
they cause poverty.
Evil Eyes and Evil
Nays'
Axelrod had pairs ofhis students play
the Prisoner's Dilemma game for several
dozen moves, telling them that the object
was "to score well for themselves, as if
they were getting a dollar a point. I also
tell them that it should not matter to
them whether they score a little better or
a little worse than the other player, so
long as they can collect as many 'dollars'
for themselves as possible.
"These instructions simply do not
work. The students look for a standard of
comparison to see if they are doing well
or poorly. The standard, which is readily
available to them, is the comparison of
their score with the score of the other
player. Sooner or later, one student de-
fects to get ahead.... Then the other usu-
ally defects so as not to get behind....
This standard leads to envy. And envy
leads to attempts to rectify any advantage
the other player has attained ...by defec-
tion [which] leads to more defection and
to mutual punishment. So envy is self-
destructive.... A better standard ofcom-
parison is how well you are doing rela-
tive to how well someone else could be
doing in your shoes." Life is not a zero
sum game; the other player's loss is not
necessarily your gain.
Yet it's obvious that most people
don't think in those terms. Helmut
Schoeck's classic Envy devotes over 400
pages to this pervasive phenomenon. He
discusses its psychology, its consequenc-
es in various cultures, even the taboo
against mentioning it (literary scholars
have avoided mentioning the e-word
proposes is reciprocity (Le., the tit-for-tat
strategy). Whether people understand the
theory behind it or not, it works. As he
points out, cooperation will evolve under
suitable circumstances even without ver-
bal communication between the parties
(as in informal cease-fires in World War I
trench warfare), and even without intelli-
gence (e.g., when two life forms take on a
symbiotic relationship). However, coop-
eration evolves much more quickly and
more elaboratelyamong beings thatthink
than among beings (like microbes) that
do not. Thinking beings
can be persuaded to fol-
low a given strategy so
the spread ofcooperation
can be rapid. For un-
thinking beings, progress
is the result of the deaths
of those who do not fol-
low the strategy.
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Lessons for Libertarians
All three ofthese books are valuable,
but those with time to read only one
that, to a first approximation, taxation
can be regarded as the financial cost
of resentment to achievement....
Apartfrom a certain number ofuseful
services, mostof our tax dollars goei-
ther to subsidizingresentment, or else
to defending against it. The dollars
that go into income redistribution
programs subsidize nonviolenLdo-
mestic resentment... a bribe intend-
ed to keep them placated. Foreign aid
is a similarbribe...Lawenforcement
programs and prisons are the price
we pay to keep violent domestic re-
sentmentin check andour defense es-
tablishment exists almost solely to
defend our achievement-oriented so-
ciety against the 'international·class
struggle' ceaselessly being waged by
a profoundly resentful proletarian
state.
Unfortunately, the cost doesn't end
there. One of the ugly costs of envy and
resentment,.deserving of an essay in it-
self, is the existence of long lines for
goods and services. The ubiquity of
lengthy queues in socialist countries has
long been remarked. In our "free" socie-
ty, many such lines are to
be found in socialized
operations such as the
post office and assorted
departments of motorve-
hicles, staffed almost en-
tirely by those resentful
of those who pay their
salaries. And rush-hour
jams on freeways cannot
be ended until we have
peak-hour pricing of
freeway access; but this rational policy is
prevented by fear ofarousing the resent-
ment and envy of those whose access at
those hours is not economically justified.
Likewise, the motivation of· so-called
anti-scalping laws is nothing but envy.
When large numbers of people wait in
line butare turned away for lack of tick-
ets to a rock concert, could it be that
there weren't enough "scalpers" to bal-
ance supply with actual demand, that is,
to make up for the fact that the promot-
ers weren't charging enough money? Of
course. But no one can say so, because
the replacement of queues with higher
prices would be an unpleasant reminder
to the envious that some people's time is
worth more than others'. Most of the
time wasted standing in lines is sacrificed
on the altar of resentment.
everlasting torment anyone who actually
did so."
He then presents "an obviously more
sophisticated two-dimensional model,"
which is more familiar to libertarians as
the Nolan chart, categorizing groups as
being for or against economic and civil
liberties. Even in this model he finds
shortcomings: "For example, many
Christian fundamentalists, who clearly
cannot be lumped with Marxists or even
with conservatives becauseoftheir popu-
list, anti-intellectual, anti-business orien-
tation, oppose both personal and
economic freedom."
Sheaffer's approach is somewhat
broader, incorporating analysis of moti-
vations and attitudes into the libertarian
model of freedom and coercion. For
instance:
What is taxation? Some people say
'taxationis theft.' Otherssay taxes are
the dues we must pay under 'the so-
cial contract.' However, I suggest
ment against the achievements ofthe an-
cient world."
He sees Marxism as a secular equival-
ent of this, and draws a brilliant parallel
between the present Soviet regime and
the medieval Catholic Church, leading to
a suggestion of(very) long-run optimism:
"Over time ... socialism will become as
eroded from its initial ferocity as today's
tepid Christianity is from the fanaticism
ofTertullianand Torquemada. This same
erosion--clueto theconflict betweendog-
ma and reality-is visible in the Soviet
Union, China, and other Marxist coun-
tries even today. Unfortunately, it oper-
ates extremelyslowly."s
Sheaffer's chapter on politics draws a
pictureofthe standard left-right modelof
the political spectrum and says, "Clearly,
this model is worthless." As an example,
"Those on the right today . . . typically
are not consistent indemanding anything
at all. They say they want to see the gen-
eration of wealth through free-market
principles, but at the same time they pro-
mote a religion which would condemnto
Perhaps as society (slowly) evolves, abetter balance
will be struck between selfishness and public-
spiritedness, so that more and more public goods will
be produced without coercion, even as politeness, lib-
erty, etc., are produced in generally greater quantities
as time goes on.
reverse ratio ofanalysis to scholarship; he
relies mainly on well-known facts, but
putsthemina new light. After discussing
the liquidation of persons of ability in
Cambodia by the dictator Pol Pot, he
notes, "Cambodiawas attacked and easi-
ly overrun by its Communist neighbor
Vietnam, whose ownassault upon its citi-
zens of ability was less ferocious. (Those
who say that war is caused by capitalist
greed have never explained the 1979 war
between Communist Cambodia and
Communist Vietnam.)"
Sheaffer's view of Christianity is less
sanguinethanSchoeck's. Schoeck sees the
development of Christianity as a step
away from the ancient fear ofdivine and
earthly envy. "Again and again [in the
New Testament] we find parables the
tenor of which is quite clearly the immo-
rality, the sin ofenvy." He does concede,
citing another author, that "The envious
have succeeded in usurping the New
Testament message [which] came to
mean a mission to establish an egalitarian
society, to achieve a levelling out, a state
of uniformity here and
now, in this world."
Sheaffer, however,
sees the rise of
Christianityas resentment
triumphant. "Nietzsche
describes the ancient 'aris-
tocratic equation' of mo-
rality, the concept
prevailing throughthe pa-
gan period ofclassical an-
tiquity, as 'good
aristocratic = beautiful = happy = loved
by the gods.' He contrasts this with the
moral equation established by
Christianity, which prevails even today:
'The wretched alone are the good; the
poor, the weak, the lowly, are alone
among the good.' ... It is probably not a
coincidence that learning and civilization
collapsed not longafter this viewbecame
widespread." Elsewhere heremarks, "We
are accustomed to seeing the magnificent
statues of antiquity in fragments, with
arms and legs missing, heads gone, etc. I
had always assumed without thinking
thatthese werethe ravages oftime, earth-
quakes, etc., until a friend pointed out
that the destruction ofmost ofthese mag-
nificent works of art was probably quite
deliberate, as angry Christian mobs sav-
aged temples and even private homes,
destroying anything that was suggestive
of 'worldly' culture. Gibbon chronicles
some of this destruction.... Here we see
the consequences of proletarian resent-
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Errata
On page 65 of the September Liberty, we failed
to properly indent the last full paragraph in the
first column, which was a direct quote from
Loren Lomasky's Persons, Rights, and the Moral
Community, and not part ofDouglasRasmussen's
comments on that book. OUf apologies·to all
concerned.
has had a paid job for 3 days of the four
decades of her life. She never even both-
ered to take care of the formalities she
needed to get her college degree, al-
though she did all the necessary course
work. She was once a very promising
songwriter. But at some point in her 20s,
she stopped even giving this as an an-
swer when asked ""'what she does." Now
this question is met only with sullen re-
sentment. Though she has all the time in
the world for reading, she gets all her in-
formation from the fun-
house mirror of televi-
sion. She is still living in
her parents' home,
where she is sinking to
their level of ignorance
and racism. (Sheaffer
comments that seldom
do persons of achieve-
ment succumb to ra-
cism; rather, "People
whoharbor powerful racial prejudices...
have to keep reminding themselves that
they are indeed 'better' than some other
group, because there is good reason to
suspect otherwise.")
If A is a study in stasis, then B is a
study in dynamic stagnation. He is at
times full ofenergy, and pours out reams
offiction and essays, with sparksofbrilli-
anceburied intons of meandering digres-
sions. At the sametime he has held down
a succession of word processing jobs
which were fairly lucrative for that field.
That his abilities were impressive was
proven by employers' long tolerance of
this prima donna. His ternper tantrums
and witty, vicious memos were legend.
Helost the most lucrative ofthese jobs by
having one tempertantrumtoo many. He
appears to measure his worth in part by
seeing how much shit people are willing
to tolerate to have him around. B com-
plains interminably of his (mainly self-
induced) problems, but becomes irate on
hearing anysuggestion that might actual-
ly help.
C's problem is modest next to these.
He is a mathematical genius, and fairly
successful financially; unlike A and B, he
Another unproductive habit I had fal-
len into was listening to the whining
complaints of people who are even less
productive than I. It was incredibly
wasteful to allow mytime to betaken up
by people who were not about to take
seriously any advice I offered. I have at-
tacked this problem by writing out and
adhering to a budget for my time, allot-
ting for this activity only enough time to
get the complainers off the phone. After
all, are not thesetime-wasting complaints
really the productofan unfocused resent-
ment which no libertarian would dare ex-
press directly-and don't the
complainers, by wasting time and mental
energy, help dragthe listenerdown to the
level of themselves, thus providing mis-
ery with company? The point of this
modest example is merely that the prob-
lem is not always a stark one of success
and failure; most often it is a matter of
degree, of success in place of possible
greater success.
But the problem is placed in sharpest
relief when it is more exaggerated than
most ofus experience, and for that reason
it is worthexamining some extreme cases
which are in fact mercifully rare. In these
extreme cases, no complex or elaborate
analysis is required to see what's wrong;
Dear Abby could diagnose (if not cure)
these people in twentyseconds. But fram-
ing the analysis in the above terms might
be more effective in changing the behav-
ior of libertarians. So let us consider the
cases offour intelligent, mostlyarticulate,
libertarians.
A is college educated, but lazy. She
not to listen to their complaints of
poverty.
Notto hold myselfabove myowncrit-
icism, my own efficiency has been ham-
pered by a reluctance to finish certain
tedioustasks, such as filing clippings and
tear sheets. That is, I fail to defer gratifica-
tion long enough to be more organized,
and in the long run, more efficient.
Phrasingitinthosetermsmakesitembar-
rassingly clear that this essentially lower-
class habit hasinhibited myprogress.
We are being tolerant when we say that the zany, un-
kempt, and unintelligible should not be institutional-
ized; we are being fools when we recruit these people as
spokesmen for libertarianism and candidates for public
office.
should read Sheaffer's. There is a risk of
merelyintegrating Axelrod's orSchoeck's
books into one's parlor chit-ehat, without
ever seeing oneselfin theroleoftheenvi-
ous party. But Shaeffer is far moregraph-
ic: when one observes in oneself some of
the evidence of resentment that Sheaffer
discusses, the shock to one'~ self-concept
is alarming enough to effect a change of
behavior.
That there is a need for such behavior
modification among some members of
thelibertarian movement
maybe inferred from the
criticism in these pages
and elsewhere of
"Luftmenshen" (i.e., peo-
ple who have no visible
means of support, who
seemto "gaintheir suste-
nance from the air"6).
Many luftm~nshen are
quite intelligent; part of
the problem may be a schooling system
that does not require discipline of intelli-
gent youth; the result is that the more in-
telligent graduates are more likely to be
handicapped bylack of self-discipline-a
Procrustean result worthy of Kurt
Vonnegut's dystopian story "Harrison
Bergeron."7
Many luftmenshen are similar to what
Sheaffer calls urban bohemians, who are
"typically found only in major cities ...
tend to be college educated, highly culti-
vated in their tastes, but not affluent (of-
ten downright poor).... They live in
rented apartments and seldom, if ever,
put down deep roots.... urban bohemi-
ans are nearly always well educated al-
though typically in subjects that seldom
offer the prospect for affluence-
literature, sociology, and so on.
Unfortunately for them, they are sharing
a city with some extremely motivated
and productivepeople...who bid up the
price ofall commodities, especially hous-
ing." Libertarians of this type do not join
their fellow urban bohemians in clamor-
ing for rent control; they just live in anar-
cho-slum areas, or remain living with
their parents into their 30s or 40s. Some
highlyintelligent people wind up with no
jobs or jobs far below (what were once)
their capabilities; often they take jobs like
proofreading, typesetting, or word pro-
cessing. Ifthey are doing these things in
order to have time for scholarly or other
public-spirited activities, more power to
them. Even if the spare time is frittered
away on riotous living, we are not
entitled to nagthem-but we are entitled






In my practice of individuaC psychotherapy and
coup{e counsefing mygoa{ is to hefp you understandyour
selfandyour reCationships. I 6efieve this is the first step
towardpersonaCgrowtli. My approacli is grounded in
Self Psycho{ogy Which sees the self as the core of the
personafityl tlie center of initiative and tlie source of
creativity. I 6efieve it is essentiaC tliat tlierapy 6e
conducted in an atmosphere of respectl acceptance and
empathic understanding.
learn to achieve. How can this be done?
The key element is to prevent [unproduc-
tiveness] from being a profitable
strategy."
Those who use human intelligence
can learn better strategies instead of
merely going bankrupt or dying off from
practicing bad ones. As a new strategy, I
suggest each of us examine ourselves,
and see ifthere isn't some grainoflower-
class values that we could profitably root
out of ourselves. And we should encour-
age others to do likewise, especially
young people, who may not yet be set in
theirways. And as for those on whomwe
have spent substantial encouragement
with no visible return-both giver and re-
ceiver of wasted charity would be better
offifthegiver simplymoved on. 0
Notes
1. Butno special backgroundis required ofthe read-
er; themost devoutlymathematophobic Austrian
can read thebook-with profit.
2. Axelrod, unfortunately, does not give this example.
Itshouldinterest students of economics thatitis
precisely the lawofdiminishing returns which
causes thepayoffs in choosingbetween trade and
swindlingto be arranged as a Prisoner's Dilemma.
3. Because ofhispoorunderstandingofeconomics,
Axelrod offers (p. 7) this fallacious example ofa
PO: either, neither, orboth of two nations can erect
barriers to tradewith the other. Hemistakenlysays
thatnation Ais worse offdroppingits barriersifB
refuses to do so, though Adam Smith refuted this
canard hundreds ofyears ago.
4. The following observation is offered for the gratifi-
cation ofthe vindictive: manynarcotics and vice
officers, deprived oflegal opportunities to wield
powerover the innocent, wouldresort toillegal
ones andsoonwindupinprison anyway. (fhis is
themoral analogofthe observation thatifthe mar-
ket were allowed to operatefreely after a one-time
egalitarianizingofoursociety, the wealth would
before longwindupin prettymuch the same
hands.)
5. Schoecknotes one aspectofthe mechanism of this
evolution from ferocious resentmentofachieve-
ment. A limiting factor to the envyprovoked by
i'luxury" is that the organized movements express-
ingthat resentment, such as Bolshevism and
National Socialism, can only come to and remain
inpower (/lat least after an initial phase of plunder
and riot") bydelegatingpowerto a minority of
functionaries who form themselvesinto a hierar-
chyofadministrators who themselves become the
new plutocracyorbourgeoisie. /lEach party or
group that comes to power creates, ofnecessity, a
new privileged class with an ideology that will
again render economicinequality'tolerable.'"
Most ofus will find thatlimit a rathersmall conso-
lation for the egalitarian subversion ofourown
culture.
6. MurrayRothbard used this term to describe many
ofthe supporters ofRussell Means for his bid for
the Presidential spoton the 1988 Libertarian Party
ticket, and the termhas since gained fairly wide
usage among libertarians. See his ''Life or Death in
Seattle," Liberty, August1987.
7. In Welcome to the Monkey House (New York: Dell,
1970).
little fish in a big pond.
Quite often people like Band D man-
age to have as friends, for a time at any
rate, some very bright and capable peo-
ple. Several of D's associates went on to
become successful writers; but I don't
think it's entirely coincidental that they
were far less frequently seen in D's com-
pany after their success than before.They
areprobablystrugglingwiththequestion
we should all askourselves: why encour-
age these people?
There is a great danger in carryingthe
virtue of tolerance too far. When I join
withSheaffer indescribing certain virtues
as aristocratic, I don't claim that they are
virtues in all contexts; e.g., honesty to a
government employee or thief is not al-
ways a virtue. Likewise, we are being tol-
erant when we say that the zany,
unkempt, and unintelligible should not
be institutionalized; we are being fools
when we recruit these people as spokes-
men for libertarianism and candidates for
public office. We are being suckers when
we tolerate and tacitly encourage
unproductive whining by listening and
commiserating. Without going along
with Sheaffer by claiming that all of the
unproductive are resentful, we can para-
phrase him thus: "What is the most noble
thing that an achiever can do to improve
society? To help [the unproductive] to
has been a generous donor to libertarian
causes. The problem? In his almost un-
worldly dedication to his work, he ne-
glects such elementary virtues as
personal hygiene. I havebeenin the posi-
tion ofhaving to assure a prospective em-
ployer of C's that with only a small
amount of nagging, C can be persuaded
to take a bath. This may seem obvious,
even silly, but it points out that the lack
of any Boy Scout virtue-politeness,
cleanliness, etc.-ean sabotage the suc-
cess of considerable talent. C's problem
does not stem from envy or resentment,
but many of us have met at least one li-
bertarian who could stand to meet a bar
of soap, a toothbrush, and more than one
set of clothing.
D is a paradigm case of the resentful
urban bohemian. He does everything
possible to draw attention to himself, and
when you look, it's not a pretty picture.
Gratuitously fat, a belligerent smoker,
with long, usually greasy '60s style hair,
D cannot even afford a car. While admo-
nishing others to eschewall statist institu-
tions, he gets about on government-run
buses (and by bumming rides from
friends). Though D is one of Murray
Rothbard's biggest fans, he is a prize ex-
ample of Rothbard's observation that
some libertarians don't want the move-
ment to succeed if it means they will beVolume2, Number2 November 1988
The PatriotGame, byPeterBrimelow,Hoover Institution, 310 pp., 1988
Nonsense Up North
WalterBlock
Inthe view of manyinhabitants ofthe
U.S., Canada is a sort ofarctic Nebraska, a
country populated by drunken sports
fishermen and hockey players who live in
igloos. This, at least, is the perspective of-
fered by National Lampoon, which goes on
to say, "It is very hard to tell a Canadian
from an extremely boring white person,
unless he is dressed up to go outdoors."
As a result of such stereotypes, and
the paucity ofCanadian coverage in their
news media, manyAmericans areoblivi-
ous ofthe real Canada. To the extent they
think aboutitat all, they see the nation to
the north as an affable nonentity. They
might perhaps have heard of Pierre
Trudeau and his efforts to bring socialism
to Canada, but this is not treated as any
great threat.
The reality is ratherdifferent. Canada
is the most important trading partner of
the U.S. It is geographically significant as
the single nation that lies between it and
the Soviet IJnion. Perhaps of greater in-
terest to the readers ofLiberty, its political
spectrum is skewed far to the "left," at
least compared to what obtains in the
U.S. or U.K.
There are three major parties in
Canada. On the right are the Progressive
Conservatives, roughly equivalent to the
liberal or Rockefeller wing of the
Republican Party, or to right wing
Democrats such as Sam Nunn. In the
middle.is the Liberal Party, formerly
headed byTrudeau. The Grits, as theyare
called, take a position similar to that
staked out by Gephardt, Teddy Kennedy
or McGovern. On the left the New
Democratic Party takes a stance roughly
similar to that of Jesse Jackson or Fidel
Castro. There are only a few right-wing
Tories, less than a dozen, who occupypo-
litical ground comparable to Thatcher, or
to what Reaganism once promised to be.
But they are vilified by all and sundry-
particularly by the leaders of their own
party, the Progressive Conservatives-as
"dinosaurs" and "neanderthals."
Given this political bifurcation be-
tween the two North American neigh-
bors, there is somewhat more reason for
concern south of the borderthan exists at
present. Given the global problems it fac-
es, the last thing the U.S. needs is another
Cuba-a more civilized and urbane one,
to be sure-along its northern border.
It is in this context that Peter
Brimelow's book The Patriot Game takes
on such a vital importance. For it de-
scribes Canada realistically, and takes
great delight in excoriating false impres-
sions commonly bruited about. In an im-
portant sense this is a Canadian and non-
fictional version of Bonfire of the Vanities.
For, like that best selling book by Tom
Wolfe, The Patriot Game tells it like it is,
exactly like it is, let the chips fall where
theymay. Ifyou wantto fully understand
Canada, andean read only one book on
the subject, this is the book for you.
Brimelow shows that although the
Canadian economy does reasonably well
by international comparisons, its natural
and human resources, the relative homo-
geneityofits population, and its extreme-
ly limited defense spending oughtto
make its standard of living higher than
that enjoyed by the U.S. Instead, to the
extent that these things canbe calculated,
Canadian income and standard of living
is only some 70% ofthat possessed by its
southern neighbor. Howcan this unfortu-
nate circumstance be explained? The
main thesis ofthis bookis that this failure
comes about because "Canadian politics
is embroiled in a tangle ofpathologies." It
is this skein that the book authoritatively
unravels.
Consider the political realm. Canada
is not a genuine nation, Brimelow argues,
but rather an amalgam of its English and
French "solitudes," with only the latter
emerging as a genuine nation-state. Its
political system is heavily biased toward
the central Canadian provinces of
Ontario and Quebec, with very little rep-
resentation for the western orthe Atlantic
provinces. Because of these deep divi-
sions, an unusually large and powerful
"newclass" has emerged to fill the power
vacuum. Its membership, including virtu-
ally all politicians, professors, pundits,
priests and public servants, is the intellec-
tual bodyguard that defends a continual-
lyexpanding role for the government. As
in the England depicted by the wildly
popular and humorous book and televi-
sion series Yes, Minister, the Ottawa man-
darins persevere, more and more deeply
imposing their vision of a bureaucratic
and centrally organized statist economy
onto the mindset ofthe populace.
The interventionist economic policies
which have resulted from this reality
have been a disaster for Canada. The
Foreign Investment Review Agency has
long interfered with capital movements.
The National Energy Program has placed
a monkey wrench in Alberta's oil devel-
opment. Canadian law is much more fa-
vorable to organized labor than in the
U.S., leading to a unionization rate above
40% north of the 49th parallel, compared
to less than 20% south of the border. This
heavy unionization, combined with a far
more liberal unemployment insurance
policy, has translated into higher unem-
ployment rates in Canada than in the
U.S.
What passes for the intellectual tradi-
tion in "thetrue North, strong and free,"
is virulently pro-nationalist, which means
anti-American. This outlook is embodied
in radio and television content laws,
which areaimed at eliminatingthe effects
of the outlandish and imperialistic U.S.
culture on tender Canadian sensibilities.
Were the fate of the U.S.-Canada free
trade deal to be determined by the na-
tion's intellectuals, there is little doubt
that it would go down to resounding de-
feat, killed by tne intellectuals' over-
whelming fears of the loss of political,
cultural, and economic sovereignty.
At the core ofthe Canadian reality are
English-French relations. According to
the usually incisive social commentator
The National Lampoon, "It is reported that
Canadians keep pet French people. If
true, it is their only interesting trait." But
inthis case theyhave for once got it back-
wards. As Brimelow convincingly shows,
if there is any such relation, it is the re-
verse: the French Canadians keep their
English counterparts as pets. Consider bi-
lingualism. This exercise in social engi-
neering has made the use of the French
language mandatory even in the nine
predominantlyEnglish-speaking provinc-
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The Kingdom in the Country,
byJames Conaway, Houghton Mifflin, 293 pp.,1988
Nobody's Land
es, at great cost and inconvenience,
everything from road signs to cereal box-
es to court proceedings to legislative en-
actments must appear in both "official"
languages. And yet in Quebec, the infa-
mous Bill101 mandatesthat French alone
be used onall storefronts and commercial
signs. Anyattemptto use both languages,
or God forbid, English alone, is severely
penalized.
Other Canadian pathologies include a
predisposition toward the radical femi-
nist agenda (quotas, affirmative action,
equal paylegislation), an uncritical accep-
tance in some circles of native land
claims, and more crown corporations
than you can shake a stick at. This in-
cludes the major airline (Air Canada), the
telecommunications network (Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation), the oil com-
pany (PetroCanada), and thousands
more. These are run in roughly the same
manner as the U.S. Postal Service, and
with similar efficiency.
What does the future hold?
Brimelow's guess is that the country will
break up into two parts, Quebec and
English Canada-or more, ifsectional di-
visions cannot be resolved..
The long march away from socialism
and toward freedom appears to be more
likely totake place south of the "world's
longest undefended border." Let us con-
sider only one leading indicator of this
movement, one with which I happen to
be familiar: the quantity and quality of
think tanks generating research that sup-
ports the case for economic freedom. In
the U.S., there are literally dozens of
such organizations. They include
Heritage, Hoover, American Enterprise,
Cato, Manhattan, Mises, Reason,
Foundation for Economic Education,
National Center for Policy Analysis,
Center for Libertarian Studies,
Competitive Enterprise, Heartland, Atlas,
Humane Studies, Pacific, Independent,
Contemporary Studies and the Political
Economy Research Center. In Canada, in
contrast, there is but one, the Fraser
Institute.
Crystal ball gazing is at best an
inexact science. But if these trends
continue, and the two nations diverge
further on the political and economic
spectrums, an intelligent understanding
of Canada will become ever more
important. And if this happens, The
Patriot Game, the most definitive
examinationofCanadian political culture




The subtitle of The Kingdom in the
Country tells us that it deals with "the
land nobody owns," referring to the vast
real estate holding of the federal govern-
ment. I imagine most readers have seen
those maps that indicate the extent of
"public" land ownership in this country.
Personally, I have to admit that they al-
ways give me a slight shiver. In the east
there are just little patches-mostlyparks
and nature preserves-untilone comes to
the eastern slopes of the Rockies. After
this comes the deluge. From the high
plains ofColorado west to the Pacific and
north to Alaska, thegreat bulkof theland
is owned by Uncle Sam (or by "the peo-
pIe,"·if one prefers a high school civics
book interpretation ofour polity).
Perhaps a case can be made for some
governmental landholdings, for recrea-
tional and conservation purposes (al-
though I am aware that excellent
arguments can also be made for the pri-
vatization of such lands). No rational ar-
gument, however, can be given to justify
federal ownership of about 96% of Alaska,
85% of Nevada, 70% of Utah, 45% of
California, and half or more of Oregon,
Wyoming, Arizona, New Mexico,
Colorado and Idaho. At least, I can'tthink
ofanydecent justification, and the one of-
fered bythe author, that "[tJhe homogeni-
zationofAmerica has been postponed by
the existence of public lands, wher~ peo-
ple can pursue lives truly different from
those elsewhere," seems just plain silly.
The figures I give above, incidentally,
will not be found in Conaway's book,
which contains no graphs or charts and
only a handful of statistics. Conaway's
approach is that oftravel anecdotalist. He
spent several months driving through the
West, sticking as much as possible to the
vast federal domain. The book does not
pretend to be particularly orderly or sys-
tematic, and were it not for a "here is my
route" map in the endpapers it would be
difficult to trace his journeyin detail.
In spite of this, the casual reader will
learn, as I did, quite a lot about the feder-
al empire which sprawls across our west-
ern states. The Bureau of Land
Management (10,000 employees, admin-
istrator of 178 million acres of the Lower
48 and 100 million acres ofAlaska) is part
of the Department of the Interior, while
the Forest Service (27,000 employees, rul-
er of 146 million acres in the Lower 48
and 23 million in Alaska) is a division of
the Agriculture Department. The Forest
Service generally has the better land, has
a more professional and science-oriented
staff, and is more rigid in its land-use reg-
ulations..In contrast, the BLM was left
mostly with the Land That Nobody
Wanted.
This is not to implythat the relatively
uncouth acres of the BLM don't have
their uses. Under provisions of the
Federal Land Policy and Management
Act, passed in 1976, the Bureau is obligat-
ed to provide for all reasonable uses ofits
land, from grazing (typical charge to
ranchers: $1.35 per month per steer, 27¢
per month per sheep) to timber cutting,
from mining to recreation, from wildlife
conservation to the preservation ofarche-
ological and paleontological sites. Some
of these tasks are handled with a certain
degreeof rationality under something ap-
proaching market conditions, while oth-
ers call to mind the classic tragedy ofthe
commons. Curiously, despite a fair dis-
play of erudition concerning the history
of the West, Conaway seems to be una-
ware of the role that lack of property
rights in land played in the pattern ofvio-
lent conflict which periodically erupted
into range wars in thepreceding century.
Tales of an Obscure Country
ThebulkofThe Kingdom in the Country
consists ofvignettes ranging from thebit-
tersweet to the cutsie-pie to the (uninten-
tionally) humorous. These sketches are
not about the land itself, for the author
does notdisplaymuch interest in geology,
ecology or any other relevant discipline.
They are, rather, about the people who
live near it, or who roam, hide, squat,Volume 2, Number2 November 1988
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camp, poach or prospect on it. The reader or that we'll have an economic collapse. that sound like?
is introduced to the Basques who herd I'm counting on biology to bail usout- Conaway'saccount ofhis travels ends
sheep in the high ranges of Idaho and famine, plague, anything." To give us a with a huge gathering of radical ecolo-
Montana (hardly any other people can goal for which to aim, he opinesthat "We gists on the Uncompahgre Plateau in
cope with the cold and the isolation). We should reduce the population of the southwestern Colorado. For the most
are led through some of the remote and United States to, say, fifty million." You part, these people are not academic envi-
forlorn hamlets which squat on the BLM get the point. The lowerorders should go ronmentalists, nor yuppies who want to
domain (usuallythe town itself is at least broke or, betteryet, die asquicklyas pos- frolic in the wilderness for two weeks
partiallyin private hands). Colorado City, sible and make room so the better sort each summer. They are, so to speak, the
Arizona, population 2,000, is a polyga- can enjoy the scenery. These progressive Real Thing. Wilderness people. They live
mous Mormoncommunityruled bya pa- humanitarians are a lovely lot. there. Yet the author's account had me
triarch who receives his yearning for good old-
orders dhecByfrom God and ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ fashioned East Coast elitist
denounces the parent church d dAbb h" h ld d snobs. If Conaway's sample
in Salt Lake Cityashaving fal- E war ey argues t at We s au re uce is at all representative, these
len into the apostasy of mon- the population ofthe United States to, say, fifty western ecofreaks seem to be
ogamy. We get a view of million." You get the point. The lower orders nuts, or, at least, unpleasant
Sarpy Creek, Montana, popu- h Id d kI bI d k people-a mixture of nitwit
lation one (it's a long story). SOU ie as quic y as possi ean rna eroom ideologues and rednecks, of-
Conaway visited villages SO the better sort can enjoy the scenery. These ten combined in the same
which are only seasonallyand progressive humanitarians are alovely lot. person.
marginally connected to the Some of those camped in
outside world by road, or fre- this remote corner of the
quently what serves as a road world are loners, others be-
if you have a good pickup and it didn't There are other character portrayals long to obscure groups such as the
rain that month. ranging from the archetypal (lonely Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance and
Conaway spent time with both mari- rugged cowboys, Indians cheated by the the violence-prone Earth First! organiza-
juana growers and their official oppo- White Man, whores with hearts of gold) tion. Clad in t-shirts and clutching ban-
nents in the remote wilds of Humboldt to the unusual (professional Anasazi pot- ners with slogans such as "Oppression of
County, California. It was a relief to learn tery poachers, a grizzly counter, a Wilderness is the same as Oppression of
that public opinion in the area seems to Wyoming "range detective" cum hired People," "Deep Ecology," and "Eat the
tiltat least slightly in favor of the grow- gun who had lost his earlier job as police Rich," they begin a chant:
ers. The local Redwood Record has con- chief when he shot and killed an un- "Fuck Senator Melcher!
demned the Campaign Against armed deputy during an argument). FuckSenator Wallop!
Marijuana Planting squads, and coopera- Fuck Senator McClure!
tion by local civilians and even law offi- Lost in the Wilderness Fuck..." well, you get theidea. This
cers appears to be minimal. A deputy Despite the considerable varietyin ca- is their level of political sophistication.
sheriff, upon being told in Conaway's reers and lifestyles, a general miasma of We're not dealing with Aristotle here.
presence that a group of entrepreneurs theforlorn, ofsadness, ofdead-end jobs or One of the offerings at the encamp-
were drying large quantities of the for- dead-end lives seems to hang over much ment is ecological guerrilla theater. As
bidden weed at a nearbymotel, shrugged ofthe author's survey. Manyofthe people the author left, he observed part of a per-
and said "We're a poor sheriff's office. . . seem to be in remote corners of the West formance: "I saw [Bill Devall, co-author
I would have to stake the place out and because they've failed everywhere else. I of Deep Ecology] flapping his arms and
drive to Eureka for a warrant. That's five, was musing over this fact when some- cawing, and I asked if he was a crow. IA
six hours." When the author left town, thing suddenly struck me, although I'm raven,' he said, and flapped off."
bags ofthe weed werebeing openlycart- sureit never occurred to theauthor. Ifthe What can I say?
ed into the motel for treatment. United States had no private property, at
The most repulsive person to appear least outside of small urban plots-and
in this book is the ecology writer Edward this is thesituation in many nations-the
Abbey, the Arizonan whose opus The whole country would, economicallyand so-
Monkey Wrench Gang made him a cult cially, enjoy the fractious, decaying and
hero and popularized the concept of "ec- parasitic wayoflife that exists onthe fed-
otage"-sabotage against persons, insti- eral lands. Actually, of course, things
tutions and things seen as enemies ofthe would be worse in many ways, since the
environment. Abbey is a Galbraithian world portrayed in this book is surround-
type who lives in comfort and adulation ed bya realeconomy from which to draw
while bitching about how greedyand im- sustenance. Without private property, the
moral ordinary people are. Some of U.S. would be nothing more than a large
Abbey's gems of wisdom are classics of nation with great natural resources, a con-
the genre: "It's important to resist [devel- siderable but rather sparsely distributed
opmentl, to slowit down, hoping against population, and huge nearly empty spac-
hope that people will change their views, es. Let's see-what other country doesVolume2, Number2 November 1988
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and government," Reich points out.
There are tariffs, subsidies, bailouts, low-
interest loans, regulations, privileges,
safety standards, etc. And bigbusiness is
often the biggest advocate of this "dy-
namic." Reich then arguesthathe simply
wants to coordinate the intervention, a
program he calls "collective
entrepreneurialism."
It's snake oil. But the argument illus-
trates what is wrong within eventhetini-
est intervention: it provides a reason and
excuse for ever more ofthe same. -JAT
Crime as Art,Artas Crime -
The premise of Charles Willeford'sThe
Burnt Orange Heresy is striking: James
Figueras, art.critic on the make, tracks
down reclusive superstar painterJacques
Debierue, a man whose work has stimu-
lated the art world for decades.
Debierue's paintings are legendary,
even though none are on display and
only a handful of celebrated critics have
ever seen them! Figueras wants to enter
this critical elect by seeing, reporting on,
perhaps "liberating" a specimen of
Debierue's latest work. Although
Panarchy-Choose your own government.
Ultimate Libertarianism/Newsletter. $6.00 per
year-Sample $2.00. LeGrand E. Day, Editor,
Panarchy Dialectic, Box 7663-L, Van Nuys,
California 91409.
Living Free newsletter discusses practical
methods to increase personalfreedom, includ-
ing self-reliance, alternative lifestyles, guerilla
capitalism, nomadism, ocean freedom. Lively,
unique. $8.00 for 6 issues, sample $1.00. Box
29-LB, Hiler Branch, Buffalo, NY 14223.
First, Fast, and Most Complete with the
election results of the LP campaign '88! Read
the American Libertarian, the independent
monthly newspaper of the libertarian move-
ment, edited by Mike Holmes. $20.00 per year,
$38 for two years (outsideNorth America, add
$5 per order). Send to Dept. L4, PO Box 63,
Hadlock, WA98339.
SWM, 38, handsome business owner, seeks
right woman to win travel sweepstakes to my
river retreat to explore nature and future in-
volvement. For entry blank, write: Travel, 2979
Mew Cove, Memphis, TN 38119.
Books
vativism," whichturnsoutto bebig gov-
ernment run by right-wing politicos.
Like the left, Weyrich, and his colla-
borators like the Heritage Foundation
and George Will, support government
paternalism. They agree that government
is, as they say, the highest expression of
cultureand community. We shouldn't be
surprised that George Gilder praised
Reich's book as "intelligent and
original."
But will the business world accept a
Reichian program?Ifit's intheir interest.
Both The Wall Street Journal and Business
Week offered cheers for Tales. Being part
of a government-enforced corporate car-
tel means the lush life for CEOs. Ignore
the fickle whims of the buying public,
forget potential competitors, and enjoy a
secure bottom line.
There already exists a "familiar
dynamic between American business
Imagine Freedom from Governments and
Churches. stormy MON, editor. Controversial,
illustrated. 188 pp. Revised 1988 edition. $4.
Libertarian Library, Box 24269-H, Denver, CO
80224.
Computer Science-Extensive listing of
books on computer science with emphasis on
artificial intelligence and expert systems, plus
AI software. Send $2.00 to Books & Bytes,
1163 E. Ogden Ave, Suite 105, Naperville, IL
60540.
Libertarian Anti-Abortion arguments:
$3.00. (Information only: SASE) Ubertarians
for Life, 13424 HathawayDrive, #22, Wheaton,
MD 20906.
Bigger Print now in The (Libertarian)
Connection, open-forum magazine since 1968.
Subscribers may insert two pages/issues free,
unedited. Lots of stimulating conversation.
Eight issues (one year) $16. Strauss, Box 2202,
Catharpin, VA 22018.
Booknotes
Puff, the Magic Dragon of
Politics - IfMichael Dukakis needs
an intellectual cover for his plans to na-
tionalize the economy, Robert Reich will
be happy to provide it. That's why Reich
is one of Dukakis' two economic advis;.
ors. But don't look to Tales of a New
America (Vintage Books, 1987) to find a
blueprint for the future. In this tract, we
get more political pufferythan program.
Reich teaches economics at Harvard's
Kennedy School of Government,
Dukakis' primary source for brain trust-
ers. But Reich is morethana mere profes-
sor; he is a professional pundit who
dabbles in the pedantries ofpartisan poli-
tics as if they really mattered and makes
himselfaccessible to the policy world and
the media.
He arguesthat American political and
economic history can be explained in
terms of "morality tales" acted out
through political culture. The American
Revolution, the Progressive Era, the New
Deal,the Reagan Revolution arebased on
stories about the "mob at the gates," the
''benevolent community," and the "rot at
the top." There is a common thread in all
of them, Reich says: "our morality tales
refer to a collective identity. They affirm a
common destiny."
The groups that are likely to lead in
the post-Reagan era, says Reich, are those
who tap into a new American theme: cul-
tural and political collectivism. The old
themes-conservative greed and "tepid"
liberal fiddling-have worn thin and
don't express the desires of workers,
businessmen, and consumers to cooper-
ate within a coordinated policy frame-
wprk implemented by an activist
government. In clearer terms, Reich
wants a Central Plan.
The hook upon which the dull text
hangs is the promise that this newcollec-
tivism will be politically successful.
Could hebe right? Maybe so, ifour meas-
ure is the large number of pressure
groups likelyto support it and the lackof
an organized opposition.
We can't depend on the American
right to challenge the Reichian thesis.
Rightist Paul Weyrich, the head of the
Free Congress Foundation in
Washington, D.C., provides the perfect
echo with his theory of "cultural conser-
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* Canadian version of the 1989 Calendar available for Canadian orders.
$6.95 U.S. Postpaid
(Bulk rates available on request)
Send cheques, money orders, or inquiries to:
In addition to historical anecdotes we
get: a guide to writing a resume ("Your
resume is more than just a piece of pa-
per: it is a piece of paper with lies writ-
ten all over it"); a guide to the job
interview ("One obvious way to remain
calm and perspiration-free during an in-
terview, of course, is narcotics, but there
you run into the problem of scratching
yourselfand trying to steal things off the
interviewer's desk"); a guide to writing
office memos, including using correct dic-
tion ("use the word 'transpire' a lot"),






THE FREEDOM PARTY OF ONTARIO,
P.o. Box 2214, Station A,
London, Ontario, Canada, N6A 4E3
(519) 433-8612
This is THE 1989CalendarofIndividual Freedom! Filled with incisivequoteson liberty, photographsof
freedom's most distinguished advocates, birthdates of major libertarians, and hundreds of important
events that shaped the history of individual freedom in the United States, this calendar is an historic
event in itself!
Professionally produced in threecolors with adurablecover, the 1989Calendarmakesa perfectgift
for Christmas. Terrific as a bonus for membership renewal to your Libertarian association, institution,
club, business group. etc. This calendar is controversial, fascinating and educational.
A MUST FOR EVERY ADVOCATE OF INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM!
Highlights &Dark Days in Individual Liberty
For 1989, an all U.S. Edition
Some unsolicited remarks about our sold-out, prototype 1988 calendar:
.'My congratulationsonyour 1988calendar, which isthe bestofitskindthatIhaveseen in 20years." - Bruce Evoy,
Vice-President International Relations, Libertarian International.
"Onecalendarnowhangsin my office, the other in the computerroom here atFEE."- Bettina Greaves, Foundation
for Economic Education.
"I am very impressed with your calendarand would liketo place an orderfor more ..." - HeartlandInstitute, Chicago.
"I was flattered that you chose to use me in your calendar ..." - Milton Friedman, Hoover Institution.
"I loved your calendar!!" - Paul Geddes, VP., West Vancouver Libertarian Association.
the U.s. Government. The very idea: a
"humorist" receiving the same award
won by George Will and Charles
Krauthammer!
Claw Your Way to the Top: How to
Become the Head ofa Major Corporation
in Roughly a Week (Rodale, 1986) is a hi-
larious look at the corporate world and
the culture that underlies it. It's the ulti-
mate guide to surviving and prospering
in the U.s. corporate bureaucracy by,
above all, faking it. His stories and tips
will hit home to everyone who has
worked for even a medium-sized
company.
Black in Tooth and Claw -
Libertarians should take special note of
Dave Barry's works. For one thing, he is
outrageously funny. For another, he is a
libertarian; he was converted to libertari-
anism byLiberty editor Sheldon Richman,
who met him when both worked on
small suburban newspapers in
Pennsylvania.
Dave Barry is a columnist for the
Miami Herald and his column is carried
weekly in major newspapers around the
country. He comments on everything:
buying a dog, dating, camping, golfing,
phone manners, advertising, raising kids,
vacations, whatever. His political views
are most explicit in his annual history of
the previous year, published in late
December.
Last year, Dave Barry won the
Pulitzer Prize for commentary. It was a
huge blow to Washington, D.C.'s opinion
industry, which speaks only within the
confines of respectability as defined by
Debierue affably agrees to be inter-
viewed, he refuses access to any of his
paintings. When Figueras eventually
breaks into the locked artist's workshop,
whathe finds there is a revelation, recast-
ing the past and determining a tragically
satisfying conclusion.
Just about everything in this tight
novel clicks, but the highlights are the
amazing plot and the thematic disclosure
of the Janus-faced relationship between
artists and their interpreters. As
Nietzsche said, we are greater artists than
we know.
It may interest Rand-watchers to note
how The Burnt Orange Heresy counter-
points Rand's aesthetic posture. The nov-
el is structured like Atlas Shrugged in three
parts, each named after a sentence from a




Ifanything was comprehensible, it
would be incommunicable.
In fact, the critical elect who shaped
Debierue's reputation includes one Louis
Galt, "an avowed purist in his approach
to nonobjective art" (p. 50), writing in the
Summer, 1958 issueofThe Nonobjectivist!
Willeford wrote The Burnt Orange
Heresy backin 1971, but a new paperback
edition ofthis sharp insider's view ofthe
art-critiCism world has recently been re-
leased (Black Lizard, 1987) and is well
worth collecting. -SMSVolume2, Number2 November 1988
Shit Out ofPlot
The DeadPool, afilm directed by Buddy Van Horn; screenplay by Steve Sharon;
story by Steve Sharon, Durk Pearson and Sandy Shaw; produced by David Valdes; a
Malpasa production; released by Warner Brothers. Starring Clint Eastwood, Patricia
Clarkson, Liam Neeson, Evan Kim.
Mike Holmes
As a fan of previous Dirty Harry mo-
vies, I looked forward to seeing The Dead
Pool. I have always liked Clint
Eastwood'sportrayal ofthat cool-handed
dispenser of justice, Harry Callahan of
the San Francisco Police Department. I
was also curious about the contributions
ofsometime Liberty writers Durk Pearson
and Sandy Shaw, who share story credit
for The Dead Pool with Steve Sharon.
Somecritics, including Chicago news-
paperand TV celebrities Siskel & Ebert,
have proclaimed The Dead Pool the best
Dirty. Harry film so far. I do not share
their enthusiasm.
The Dead Pool suffers from three ma-
jor flaws. It is packed with gratuitous,
unbelievable and irrelevant violence. The
tension provided by Harry's hostile rela-
tionshipwith.the San Francisco Police
Department (by now a tradition) is en-
tirely missing. And worst of all, the plot
simply doesn't work.
The film's title refers to a gambling
pool over which local celebrity will be
the next to die, which is·a setup for a se-
rial killer to begina reign of terror-and
for Harry to do his thing.
;Now I like exploding red dye packets
splattering all over the landscape as
much as the next post-adolescent
American male. But just what are we to
make of repeated 10,OOO-rounds-per-
second Uzi machine gun attacks on
Harry & company-including one long
attack on Harry in a glass elevator-
which fail to leave so much as a nicked
thumb on our hero? These episodes not
only require a suspension of disbelief,
they require the suspension of every
known physical law in the universe.
This time, Harry's trademarked men-
aceline ("Go ahead, make my day," "Do
you feel lucky, punk?" etc.) is the R-rated
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"You're shit out of luck." But alas, the
story here is shit out of plot....
The failure in plotting is most strik-
ingly evident regarding the antagonist-
the villain-who in past Harry movies
always provided more than enough vis-
ceral justification for Callahan's bang-
bang Magnum style of street justice. The
sinister horror movie director who seems
to be Pool's black hat turns out to be a
red herring. All of his earnest loathsome-
ness is totally wasted. In the end, we
learn that he isn't such a bad guy after
all.
And the local mafioso Harry throws
into the slammer seems villainous
enough. But he quickly disappears from
the plot once Harry applies a little crea-
tive prison lifestyle leverage of his own.
This mafia bad guy ends up providing
Harry a set of goon bodyguards, for
heaven's sake!
The bad guy turns out to be a psy-
chopath who pops up after two-thirds of
the film has passed. He is crazier than a
pit bull in a poodle parlor, sodarned loo-
ny it's hard to feel much outrage over his
evil deeds. He's just an uninteresting and
unworthy mental case rather than a true
villain.
The.overdose of misdirection regard-
ing the identity of the villain ultimately
turns Pool into a no-brainer formula flick.
Too much deus ex machina.
And poor Harry. He's finally co-
opted by the very System he's battled so
faithfully in his past films. Although the
police department PR honcho tries to
manipulate him (Harry resists; who in
his right mind wouldn't?), Harry is oth-
erwise treated as a hero by the depart-
ment. His attempts at skepticism over
this hero worship don't come off. The
dual-edged structure of his antagonists-
the bad guys and his own department-
present in previous Harry flicks is totally
absent. Without a bumbling police bu-
reaucracy and a visible evil menace,
Harry's steel-coiled reactions are largely
wasted on extraneous set-piece
shootouts.
Nevertheless, there are some good
parts in Pool, some of the best bits of the
Harry epics. The car chase, about which
so much has been said and written, is a
refreshing twist on the old movie cliche.
This appears to be the handiwork of
Shaw and Pearson, who have for years
delighted audiences with discussions of
bizarre and novel weapons and tactics.
And the squelching of the mafia chief-
tain in prison, via Harry as "mailman"
for the baddest dude in C-block, is
delightful.
In the final shootout scene, Pool has to
top previous films where bad guys get
blown to bits with.things like anti-tank
rockets. This time "justice" is dispensed
with a conveniently provided whale har-
poon, the arrival of which in one's navel
signals the fact that, yes indeed, you real-
lyare shit out of luck.
But this incident occurs only after the
bad-guy psychopath (whom we scarcely
have come to know at all) discovers he's
out of bullets. It all comes down to our
police detective harpooning an unarmed
madman. Hardly very sporting. And not
very libertarian, either. Police aren't sup-
posed to execute unarmed suspects, no
matter how deserving.
It is unclear how much responsibility
Shaw and Pearson bear for this ultimate-
ly unsatisfactory venture, particularly
when you consider how low down on
the totem pole Hollywood story writers
usually are. But while their miracle
chemical nostrums may have cured Clint
of his mumbles (as Shaw and Pearson
have broadly hinted), their storyline
didn't cure the film, or prevent it from
inflicting a seriously strained sense of
credulity.
Let's hope the Harry series doesn't
become like the Rambo films. Those, if
you recall, started out fairly libertarian in
storyline and plot but soon degenerated
into dumb blood-and-guts hackwork.
Harry needs to rely less on plot gim-
micks and bullet-proof sneers and.more
on authentic tension between our hero,
his police department, and some villains
worthy of his talents. Harry has too'
much going for him to end up as just an-
other Rambo with a badge.
Go ahead, Clint, and take those food
supplements. But next time, don't forget
to bring along the plot. 0[ Notes on Contributors ]
"Baloo II is the nom de plume ofRex F. May, whose cartoons ap-
pear in ntunerous magazines, including The Wall Street Journal and
National Review. MrMay is the editor of The Trout in the Milk.
Walter Block is chief economist of the Fraser Institute, seniorfel-
low of the Ludwigvon Mises Institute, and co-editor ofits Review of
Austrian Economics.
R. W. Bradford is the publisherof Liberty.
Douglas Casey, an associate editor of Liberty, is the bestselling
author ofinvestment books, the editor ofhis investment newsletter,
Investing in Crisis, and the founder ofthe Eris Society.
Stephen Cox, an associate editor of Liberty, is Associate
Professor of Literature, University of California, San Diego.
John Dentinger is a writer living in Los Angeles, California,
whose writings have appeared in Playboy, Chicago Tribune, and
Reason. He won the 1987 Free Press Association H. L. Mencken
Award.
David Friedman is a Professor of Economics at the University of
Chicago. A new edition of his libertarian classic, The Machinery of
Freedom, will be publishedbyOpen Court next year.
David Gordon is a fellow of the Social Philosophy Center at
Bowling Green University and an Adjunct Scholar of the Ludwig
von Mises Institute.
Mike Holmes, a contributing editor of Liberty, is also the editor of
American Libertarian, a monthly newspaper of the libertarian
movement.
Hans-Hermann Hoppe is Professor of Economics at the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, and a senior fellow of the Ludwig
von Mises Institute.
Mitchell Jones is the author ofThe Dogs ofCapitalism.
Allan Levite is the manager of a microcomputer distributorship
in Dallas. His articles have appeared in Reason and The Freeman.
Tibor R. Machan teaches philosophy at Auburn University,
Alabama, andis the editor ofReason Papers.
William P. Moulton, a contributing editor of Liberty, lives in
northern Michigan, andis a collector of trilobites.
Bob Ortin has a degree in applied mathematics and physics
from the University of Wisconsin. He lives in southern Oregon
where his political cartoons are regularly featured in a local
newspaper.
Douglas B. Rasmussen, Associate Professor of Philosophy, St.
John's University, is co-editor of The Philosophic Thought ofAynRand
and co-author of The Catholic Bishops and the Economy: A Debate.
Sheldon Richman is director of public affairs at the Institute for
HumaneStudies at GeorgeMason University.
James Robbins is doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacyin Medford, Massachusetts.
Murray N. Rothbard, an associate editor of Liberty, is S. J. Hall
Distinguished Professor of Economics at the University of Nevada
at Las Vegas and Vice President for Academic Affairs of the
Ludwigvon Mises Institute.
John Semmens is an economics instructor at Phoenix College,
and is Senior Market Analyst for the Transportation and Planning
Division of the Arizona Department of Transportation. His views
on road privatization do not, of course, reflect the policy of ADOT.
Stephen Michael Schumacher is computer programer living in
Port Townsend, Washington.
Jane S. Shaw is Senior Associate of the Political Economy
Research Center of Bozeman, Montana.
David Ramsay Steele is editorial director of the General Books
Division of Open Court Publishing Co.
Jeffrey A. Tucker lives inWashington, D.C. and is managing edi-
tor of The Free Market, the monthly publication of the Ludwig von
Mises Institute.
Timothy Virkkala is assistanteditor of Liberty.
Ethan O. Waters is, amongother things, a lover ofprivacyand
a connoisseur ofphilosophical ephemera.
G. Duncan Williams is a long-time participant and critic of the
libertarian movement.
Leland Yeager is the Ludwig von Mises Distinguished Professor
of Economics at Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama.
How to Subscribe to IILiberty II
Liberty celebrates the
diversity oflibertarian thought!
Liberty tackles the tough issues. 'Each issue of Liberty
presents essays analyzing current trends in political and
social thought; discussions of the strategy and tactics of
social change; Liberty analyzes current events and chal-
lenges popular beliefs. Plus Liberty presents lively book
reviews, fiction and humor.
You won't want to miss a single issue!
Money-Back Guarantee
We are so confident At any time during your subscrip-
tion, we will guarantee a full pro-rated refund for any
unmailed issues. No questions asked!
Act Today!
Liberty offers you the best in libertarian thinking and
writing. So don't hesitate. With our guarantee, you have
nothing to lose. You havethe fruits ofLibertyto gain!
Yes' Please enter mysubscription to
• Libertyimmediately.
o One Full year (6 issues) $18.00 Foreign subscriptions
are $20 for oneyear, o Two Full years (12 issues) $32.00 $36 for twoyears.
Name _
Address ~ _
City, State, Zip _
o My check is enclosed (payable to Liberty)




How the political leadership ofthis progressive state proposes to
help solve the "farm crisis," as reported in the Hibbing (Minn.) Daily
Tribune:
The Honorable Rudy Perpich, governor of Minnesota, proposed a
law to make it illegal to sell in Minnesota any item made ofplastic un-
less the plastic be manufactured from corn. Gov Perpich plans to en-
courage neighboring states to take the same action.
Moscow
Evidence that philosophy flourishes in the socialist paradise, es-
pecially now thatperestroika is in full flower, as reported by The Wall
St Journal:
"The philosophy is lagging behind reality," says Nail Bikkenin, the
editor ofthe Communist Party's theoretical journal, Kommunist. "Atthe
moment, we are living under socialist pluralism even though, quite
frankly, we don't know what it is."
'PrinCeton, New Jersey
Evidence that philosophy flourishes at Princeton University, as
demonstratedin an interview with a recenthonors graduate, as reported
onLater onNBC-TV:
In response to the question, "How good an actress do you think you
are?" Brooke Shields exposited, "1 think I'm a lot better than even 1
think I am."
Detroit, Michigan
The advance ofreligion in the Motor City, as testified by an ad-
vertisement for the Church ofToday in the DetroitFree Press:
"Yon are invited to hear Dr. Dyer share all the wisdom ofhis 'no
limit' way oflife as he magically takes you on a mostjoyous voyage of
self discovery. Dr. Dyer will show you how to be the no-limit person
you are now ..."
Moscow
Latest advance in cartography in the birthplace of scientific so-
cialism, as reportedin the Los AngelesTimes:
Viktor Yashchenko, head of the Soviet Union's Main Administra-
tion of Geodetics and Cartography, announced that his department will
begin publishing maps that are intended to be accurate. He admitted
that for more than 50 years, his department, which has a monopoly of
map publishing in the country, has published only maps that were de-
signed to be confusing, deceptive and inaccurate in orderto confuse en-
emies ofthe Soviet State.
In the past, Soviet cartographers made accurate maps for govern-
ment use only, but these were classified as secret and protected by
armed guards.
One new map has already been published, and another is promised
for later in the year. "All places, points, and other information will be
shown where they really are," Yashchenko promised.
Colombo, Sri Lanka
How American Foreign Aid helps people in the developing
world, as reported by The Wall StJournal:
The U.S. State Department pledged $10,000 to finance the training
ofmongooses to sniffout illegal substances on deplaning airline passen-
gers, many ofwhom are Moslem and consider the idea ofbeing sniffed
by a dog repulsive.
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Hanoi
Probably the best read advice column in this revolutionary so-
cialist country as reported in The Wall StJournal:
Nguyen Van Linh, Secretary General of the Communist Party of
Vietnam, writes a front page column for Nhan Dan, the Communist
Party's official newspaper. The column is titled "Things Which Must
Be Done Immediately."
Ottawa, Canada
Evidence of the resourcefulness of Mackenzie King, who was
Prime Minister of Canada for more than 21 years, including the dark
days ofWorldWarII, as reported in the Grand Rapids (Mich) Press:
According to just-published diaries that Mr King wrote each day
from 1893 until his death in 1950, the statesman regularly consulted
various dead people for advice and information while leading his na-
tion. King placed his hands on a "little table," and asked questions. The
spirits ofvarious dead people identified themselves and answered ques-
tions by rapping on the table.
In September 1939, with war cloudsgathering in Europe, his dead
father advised him that Hitler was dead, "shot by a Pole." After he was
interrupted by a phone call from London about a British communication
with Hitler, he again consulted his dead friends, whereupon 19th Centu-
ry British Prime Minister William Gladstone informed him that "war
will be averted." When the war broke out a few days later, King con-
cluded that a "lying spirit" had somehow got control ofhis little table.
In the course of laying the foundations for Canada's welfare state,
enacting important laws to control monopoly and guarantee collective
bargaining, King frequently consulted a wide variety ofdead people, in-
cluding Queen Victoria, Florence Nightingale and Anne Boleyn. He
once delivered a message from Franklin Roosevelt (dead) to Winston
Churchill Qiving).
"The spirits in general did not tell him what to do,"wrote C. P. Sta-
cey, biographer ofKing. "They told him that what he had done or what
he had decided to do was right."
Garrison, Iowa
The man chosen by the Grand Old Party to be the next President
ofthe United States tells whathe reflected upon while drifting at sea af-
ter his plane was shot down in battle in World War II, as reported in
The Wall St Journal:
"I thought of my family, my mom and dad, and the strength I got
from them. I thought of my faith, the separation ofchurch and state,U re-
lated George Bush at the Old Creamery Theater in this east Iowa me-
tropolis.
Rancho Santa Fe, California
The advancement of free verse in the Golden State, as excerpted
from a cantoby Gus R. Stelzer of this metropolis, and reprinted in the
Washington, D.C., Spotlight:
"Reflections..
What is 'Free Trade'?
It is founded on an immoral double standard.
It mocks the U.S. Constitution.
It encourages evasion ofU.S. laws.
It undermines American national sovereignty.
It erodes the individual's control ofhis own destiny....
(Readers are invited to forward newsclippings orotherdocu-
ments for publication in Terra Incognita.)Throughout six decades, this 1l)an
challenged and changed the way
economists think.
Ludwig von Mises (1881-1973)
n sixty years ofteaching and
writing, Professor Ludwig von
Mises rebuilt the science ofeco-
nomics-as well as the defense of
the free market and honest
money--Dn a foundation ofindivid-
ual human action.
Professor Mises, the greatest
economist and champion ofliberty
ofour time, was the author of
hundreds ofarticles and books in-
cluding Human Action, Socialism,
and The Theory ofMoney andCredit.
The Ludwig von Mises Institute
is a unique educational organization
supported by contributions and
dedicated to the work ofLudwig
von Mises and the advancement of
Austrian economics, the free mar-
ket, and the gold standard.
Ludwig von Mises dedicated his
life to scholarship and freedom.
The Mises Institute pursues the
same goals through a program of:
• Publications-including The
Review ofAustrian Economics edited
by Murray N. Rothbard; The Free
Market; The Austrian Economics
Newsletter, books; monographs; and
Issues in Economic Policy.
• Scholarships for Misesian gradu-
ate students.
• Student study centers on or
near the campuses ofAuburn Uni-
versity, George Mason University,
Stanford University, and the Uni-
versity ofNevada, Las Vegas.
• Instructional seminars in intro-
ductory.and, advanced Austrian
economics.
• National conferences on the
gold standard, the Federal Reserve,
the income tax, sound banking, and
the work ofLudwig von Mises and
Murray N. Rothbard.
• The O.I~ Alford, III, Center for
Advanced Studies in Austrian Eco-
nomics.
• Public policy work in Wash-
ington, D.C., on the free market
and gold standard.
For more information on the
Institute's work, and free samples
of its publications, please write:
Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr.,
President
The Ludwig von Mises Institute
851 Burlway Road
Burlingame, California 94010
THE LUDWiG VONMiSES iNSTiTUTE
BOAHD OF ADVISORS: Margit von Mises, Chairman; John V. Denson, Vice Chairman; Burton S. Blumert; EA. Hayek; Henry
Hazlitt; Ellice McDonald, Jr.; Ron Paul; and 1\1urray N. Rothbard. Llewellyn II. Rockwell, Jr., Founder and President.All backissues of Liberty are available, at$4 each, plus $1 perorderfor shippingand
handling. (All are original printings, exceptissue 1, which is in its second printing.)
August1987 (Vol.1,No.1)
• "The Films ofAyn Rand," Stephen Cox
• "Witch-Bashing, Book Burning, and Prof. Harold Hill's
Lessons in Practical Politics," by Butler Shaffer
• "Ron Paul and His Critics," byMurray N. Rothbard
Plus reviews andarticles by Chester Alan Arthur, Ida
Walters, Ross Overbeek,Timothy Virkkala andothers; and
a shortstorybyJo McIntyre. (48 pages)
October1987 (Vol. 1,No.2)
• "The Sociology of Libertarians," byJohn C. Green and
James L. Guth
• "UnderstandingAnti-Corporatism," byTibor Machan
• "The Rise of theStatism," byMurrayN. Rothbard
• "The Apostasy of Robert Nozick," by Ethan O. Waters
Plus reviews andarticles byNathan Wollstein, Mike
Holmes, William P. Moulton, Michael Townshendand
others; anda short storyby Franklin Sanders. (48 pages)
December1987 (Vol. 1,No.3)
• "Easy Livingin the Bahamas," byMarkSkousen
• "Libertariansin a State Run World," byMurrayN. Roth-
bard
• "The Most Unforgettable Libertarian I Ever Knew," by
Karl Hess
• "Samaritanism: Good & Bad," byWalter Block
Plus essays andreviewsby Brian Wright, ChesterAlanAr-
thur,Stephen Cox, R. W. Bradford, Erika Holzerandoth-
ers; and a short story by David Galland. (56 pages)
March1988 (Vol. 1,No.4)
• "The Crash of '87," perspectives by Douglas Casey, Ron
Paul, Murray Rothbard, Karl Hess, Mark Skousen, R.W.
Bradford, Adrian Day and Harry Browne.
• "The Majority vs The Majoritarian: Robert Bork on Trial,"
bySheldon Richman
• "Free Speech and the Future of Medicine," bySandyShaw
& DurkPearson
• "Libertarians and Conservatives: Allies or Enemies?" by
John Dentinger and Murray Rothbard
Plus reviews andarticles by Ethan O. Waters, Ross Over-
beek, Stephen Cox, Mike Holmes andothers; anda short
storyby Raul Santana. (64 pages)
May1988 (Vol. 1,No.5)
• "The Two Libertarianisms," by Ethan O. Waters
• "TheACLU: Suspicious Principles, Salutary Effects," by
William P. Moulton
• ''Nicaragua: A Front Line Report," byGary Alexander
• "Ayn Rand: Still ControversialAfter All TheseYears," es-
says by David Ramsay Steele and DavidM. Brown
Plusreviews and articles by Nathaniel Branden, Stephen
Cox, Erika andHenryMark Holzer,Jeffrey Rogers Hum-
mel, Sheldon Richman, Franklin Sanders and others. (64
pages)
July1988 (Vol. 1,No.6)
• "Rebel Without a Oue: Lessons from the Mecham Experi-
ence," byMatt Kessler
• "Confessions of an Intractable Individualist," byJerome
Tuccille
• 'Nicaragua: An End to Intervention," byWilliam Kelsey
• ''Rand-Bashing: Enough Is Enough," by Ross Overbeek
• "Ivan theTerrible," byWilliam P. Moulton
Plus The Liberty Poll; Also: reviews and articles byStephen
Cox, Tibor Machan, MurrayN. Rothbard, David Ramsay
Steele, andothers; andan interview with L. Neil Smith.
(80 pages)
September1988 (Vol. 2, No.1)
• "Scrooge McDuck and His Creator," by Phillip Salin
• "Libertyand Ecology," byJohn Hospers
• ''My DinnerWith Gus Hall," byWilliam P. Moulton
• "The UltimateJustification of the Private Property Ethic,"
by Hans-Hermann Hoppe
• "Kids and Money," by Karl Hess
• "Taking Libertarianism Seriously," MurrayN. Rothbard
Plusreviews and articles by DouglasCasey, DavidFried-
man, SandyShaw, Douglas Rasmussen, Sheldon Rich-
man, James Robbins andothers; and a short storybyEri-
ka Holzer. (80 pages)
JJThe Sociology ofthe AynRand Cult"
Murray Rothbard's trenchant discussion of the Rand Circle
inits glory days This monograph is available only from

















.0 0 Q a I en CJ) C/) C/) I en en en C/)
I·





10 0 0 0
~@ @@@ I en en en en
I
II CJ) CJ) C/) en <D<D<D<D
0000
10 0 0 0




eo a a a en en C/)C/) en en C/)en
~ I I C/) en en en
I<D <D <D <D
10 0 () 0
10 0 0 0
16.6.6.6-
10 0 0 0
0000 en en C/). en
CJ)(J)C/)C/)
C/)CJ)C/)en
<D<D<D(J)
0000
0000
:J:J:J:J
Q.Q.Q.Q.
0000
0000 enenC/)en
CJ)CJ)C/)C/)